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Achievement
Levels Provide
Standards for
Student
Performance

Achievement levelsare
performance standards
set by NAGB to provide a
context for interpreting
student performance on
NAEP. These perfor-
mance standards, based
on recommendations
from broadly representa-
tive panels of educators
and members of the
public, are used to
report what students
should know and be able
to do at the Basic, Profi-
cient, and Advanced levels
of performancein each
subject areaand at each
gradeassessed.

Detailed descriptions of
the NAEP mathematics
achievement levelscan
befound on the NAGB
website (http://
www.nagb.org/pubs/
pubs.html}.

The minimum scale
scoresfor achievement
levelsare asfollows:

Grade Grade

4 8
Basic 214 262
Proficient 249 299
Advanced 282 333

Asprovided by lav, NCES,
upon review of a con-
gressionally mandated
evaluation of NAEP, has
determined that achieve-
ment levelsare to be
used on atrial bassand
should beinterpreted
and used with caution.

However, both NCES
and NAGB believe that
these performance
standards are useful for
understandi ng trendsin
student achievement.
NAEP achievement levels

have been widely used by
national and state officials.

The Nation's Report Card

Gain Overall Since 1990 in Achievement-
Level Performance

Asshown in the table and figure below, the percentages of fourth- and eighth-graders at
or above Basic, at or above Proficient,and at Advanced were al higher in 2003 than in
1990. There were also recent increases from 2000 to 2003 in the percentages of fourth-
gradersat or above Basicand Proficient and at Advanced, and in the percentages of
eighth-graders at or above Basicand Proficient.

Percentages of students, by mathematics achievement level, grades 4 and 8: 1990-2003

i
Ator above  Ator above |
Below Bask Bask Proficlent  AtAdvanced
1990 50 ¢ 50 * 13° 1+
Accommodations not pefmfned 1992 41 59 ¢ 18 ¢ 2
1996 36° 64 ¢ 21° 2
2000 31+ 69 * 2" 3*
1996 37° 63° 21° 2%
Accommodations pemmitted 2000 35* 65°¢ 24 * 3*
2003 23 7 32 4
1930 48 * 52 * 15* 2+
Accommodauons not permitted 1992 42 ¢ 58 * 21 ¢ 3*
1996 38* 62 * 24+ 4*
2000 34 66 * 27 5
1996 39 61* 23+ 4+
Accommodations permitted 2000 37+ 63 * 26* 5
2003 32 68 29 5

*Significantly different from 2003

NOTE: Detall may not sum to totals because of rounding. In addition to aliowing for accommodatlons, the accommodations permitted results (1996-2003) differ
slightly fmm previous years* results and from previously reported results for 1996 and 2000, due to changes in sample weightingprocedures Sgnificance tests were
performed usingunmunded numbers.

SOURCE: US Department of Education, tstitute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational P m e s (NAEP).
1990,1992,1996,2000, and 2003 Mathematlcs Assessments,

Percentages of students at or above Basfc and Proficient In mathematics, grades 4 and 8:
1990-2003

not

% at or above Basic .o % 81 07 above Basic

ok

mat or above Proficient 2z % at or above Proficient

W W wEW B WW
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
Grade 4 Grade 8
*Significantly different from 2003
NOTE. In addition to allowing for i the results (1996-2003) differ slightly from previous years' results. and from
previously reported results for 1996 and 2000, due to changes in sample procedures tests were using unmunded numbers

SOURCE: US of Institute of Sciences, Nauonal Center lor Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1990,1992.1996.2000. and 2003 Mathematics Assessments

Achievement Level§

Basic: Thislevel denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skillsthat are
fundamental for proficient work at each grade.

Proficient: Thislevel represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed.
Students reaching thislevel have demonstrated competency over challenging subject
matter, including subject-matter knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world
situations, and analytical skillsappropriate to the subject matter.

Advanced: This level signifies superior performance.
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Mathematics Highlights 2003

Performing Students

Looking at changesin
scores for students at lower-,
middle-, and higher-perfor-
mance levelsgivesa more
complete picture of student
progress. An examination of
scores at different percen-
tileson the 0-500 math-
ematicsscale at each grade
indicates whether or not the

changes seen in the national
average score results are
reflected in the performance
of lower-, middle-, and
higher-performing students.

The percentile indicatesthe
percentage of students whose
scoresfel below a particular
score. For example, 25

percent of assessed students'
scores fell below the 25th
percentile scoreand 75

percent fell below the 75th
percentile score.

At both grades 4 and 8,
scores at the 10th, 25th,
50th, 75th, and 90th percen-
tileswere higher in 2003

Mathematics scale score percentiles, grades 4 and 8: 1990-2003
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NAEP 2003 Mathematics Assessment Design

Assessment Framework

The NAEP mathematics
framework, which defines
the content for the 1990-
2003 assessments, was
developed through a
comprehensive national
consultative process and
adopted by NAGB.

The mathematics frame-
work callsfor the assess
ment to include ques-
tions based on five math-
ematics content areas: 1)
number sense, proper-
ties, and operations; 2)
measurement; 3) geon-
etry and spatial sense; 4)
dataanalysis, statistics,
and probability; and 5)
algebraand functions.

In addition, the frame-
work specifies that each
question measure one of
three mathematical
abilities. The three

mathematical abilities
specified by the framework
are 1) conceptual under-
standing, 2) procedural
knowledge, and 3) problem
solving.

Thesample questionson
pages 16-19 illustrate how
the assessment was devel -
oped to measure the
content areasand math-
ematical abilities. Each
student answered approxi-
mately 45 questionsin 50
minutes.

The complete framework is
available on the NAGB web
site (http://www.nagb.org/
pubs/pubs.huml).

Student Samples

Resultsfrom the 2003
mathematics assessment are
reported for the nation and
statesat grades 4 and 8.
The national resultsare
based on a representative

sample of students in both
public schoolsand
nonpublic schools, while the
state results are based only
on public-school students.

Rccommodations

It isNAEP’s intent to assess
all selected students from
the target population.
Before 1996, no testing
accommodations were
provided to students with
disabilitiesand limited-
English-proficient students
who participated in the
NAEP mathematics assess-
ments. In 1996 (national
only) and 2000 (national
and state), NAEPwas ad-
ministered to two reporting
samples— "accommodations
not permitted" and "accom-
modations permitted.”
Beginning in 2003, the
NAEP mathematics assess-
ment has adopted the new

Improvement Seen Among Lower-, Middle-, and Higher-

than in any of the previous
assessment years.

At grade 4, gains detected
between 2000 and 2003
ranged from approximately
5 scale score points for
students performing at the
90th percentile to 13 points
for students at the 10th
percentile.

At grade 8, increases since
2000 ranged from approxi-
mately 3 scale score points
at the 90th percentile to 7
points at the 10th percentile.

e O Acommodations not permitted
Dmmsssel) Accommodations permitted

*Significantly different from 2003

NME: In addition to allowing for accommodations
the accommaodations-permitted results (1996-2003)
differ slightly from previcus years’ results, and from
previously reported results for 1996 and 2000, due
to changesin sample weighting procedures
Significance tests were performed using unrounded
numbers.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education. Institute of
€ducation Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996. 2000. and
2003 Mathematics Assessments.

"accommodations-permit-
ted" procedure asitsonly
administration procedure,
and thus again had only
one reporting sample as
in mathematics assess-
ment years prior to 1996.

Because the representa-
tivenessof samplesis
ultimately a validity issue,
NCES has commissioned
studies of the impact of
assessment accommoda-
tionson overall scores.
One paper that explores
theimpact of two possible
scenarios on NAEPis
available on the NAEP
web site (http://
www.nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/ pdf/
main2002/statmeth.pdf).
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he Nation’s Report Card

Most Participating States and Jurisdictions Show Gains at
Grades 4 and 8

In addition to national State Average Score Among the 43 states and all 42 of the states and
results, the 2003 mathemat-  Results jurisdictions that partici- jurisdictions that partici-
ics assessment collected pated in both the 2000 and pated in the 1992 and 2003

performancedatafor Ifg,l:ég rﬁg?hirg;ﬁ s :core 2003 fourth-grade assess- assessments showed in-

fourth- and eighth-graders results for fourth- and ments, al showed increases  creases in average scores.
who attended publicschools  ejghth-graders respectively. i average scores. Similarly,

in 50 statesand 3 other

Jjurisdictions that participated.

Table 1. Average mathematics scale scores, grade 4 publlc schools: By state, 1992-2003

Accommodations Accommodatlons ~Not available
not permltted permitted *Significantly different fmm 2003 when only
1992 1996 2000 2000 2003 one jurisdictionor the nation is being
examined.
Nation {public) * 219+ 222+ 226 * 224 * 234
* *Significanty different from 2003 whenusinga
Alabama 208 *+* 212 +*» 218 *+* 217 o+ 223 multipe-comparison procedure based on all
Aiaska - 224 *+ - - 233 jurisdictions that participated in both years.
Arizona 215 *** 218 *** 219 %+ 219 *.** 229 1 )
Arkansas 210 *** 216 **+ 217 **% 216 *** 229 National resutts for assessments priorto 2003
California 208 »** 209 =+ 214 »*= 213 $*e 227 are based on the national sample, not on
aggregated state samples.
Colorado 221 ** 226 *** - - 235 2
Connecticut 227+ 232 woxx 234 =*» 234 ** 241 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
Delaware 218 *** 215 **» - - 236 Elementary and Secondary Schools.
florida 214+ 216 *** - - 234 3
Georgia 216+ 215 »»+ 220 *#+ 219 *#+ 230 (Opaaa f efense DeperentsSchools
ii * b ERL L LI ] *kE
Hawai 214 - 215 216 - 216 e 21 NOTE: State-level data were not collected in
Idaho 222 * - 227 * 224 % 235 .
o . . 1990. Comparative performance results may
III|.n0|s - - 225 * 223 * 233 be affected by changes in exclusion rates for
Indiana 221 >** 229 *e** 234 »re 233 *re» 238 students with disabilities and limited-English-
lowa 230 *** 229 *** 233 *** 231 *e+ 238 proficient students in the NAEP samples. In
addition to allowing for accommodations,the
Kansas - - 232 %> 2322 242 accommodationspgermined results for
Kentucky 215 =+ 220 *** 221 > 219 *** 229 national public schools (2000 and 2003)
Louisiana 204 *** 209 *** 218 *** 218 *** 226 differ slightly fmm previous years' results, and
Maine 232 **» 232 **» 231 *** 230 238 fmm previously reported results for 2000, due
Maryland 217 ** 221 **# 222 #** 222 **+ 233 to changes in sample weighting pmcedures.
Significance tests were performed using
Massachusetts 227 #» 229 **» 235 **+ 233 Hie* 242 unrounded numbers.
Michigan 220 * 226 *** 231 *** 229 #i*+ 236
Minnesota 228 *** 232 w*= 235 *** 234+ 242 SOURCE U.S. Departmentof Education.
Mississippi 202 *** 208 **~ 211 **> 217 #ox 223 Institute of Education Sciences. National
Missouri 222 #e 225 *2e 229 **» 228 ++* 235 Center for Education Statistics. National
ment:  Educational Progress (NAEP).
Montana - 228 %** 230 *** 228 »»* 236 1996, and 2003 Mathematics
Nebraska 225 %** 228 *** 226 *** 225 *** 236 Assessments.
Nevada - 218 *** 220 *** 220 =** 228
New Hampshire 230 =+ - - - 243
New Jersey 227 *»* 227 #*+ - - 239
New Mexico 213 #*+ 214+ 214 *++* 213+ 223
New York 218 *** 223 *** 227 *** 226 +ee 236
North Carolina 213 .+ 224 »> 232 *** 230 **+ 242
North Dakota 229 *ox» 231+ 231 *+* 230 *** 238
Ohio 219 **n - 231 *e** 230 *r*> 238
Oklahoma 220 *** - 225 *** 224 wx* 229
Oregon - 223 *+* 227 s4x 224 *o*» 236
Pennsylvania 224 5x» 226 *** - - 236
Rhode Island 215 *** 220 *** 225 **+ 224 *** 230
South Carolina 212 %02 213 220 *** 220 *»* 236
South Dakota - - - - 237
Tennessee 211+ 219+ 220 **+ 220 228
Texas 218 229 *** 233 **» 231+ 237
Utah 224 %+ 227 **> 227 *** 227 *** 235
Vermont - 225 **» 232 **+ 232 =¥» 242
Virginia 221 *** 223 *** 230 *** 230 **+ 239
Washington - 225 **» - - 238
West Virginia 215 %> 223 **# 225 %+ 223 tex 231
Wisconsin 229 #+ 231 - - 237
Wyoming 225 **+ 223 *** 229 *** 229 4+ 241
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 193 *-** 187 *** 193 *** 192 »*# 205
ODESS ? - 224 *+* 228 *»* 228 =+ 237
DoDDS 2 - 223 *** 228 *=* 226 *** 237
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ematics Hi

At grade 8, of the 42 states showed a decline. All 38
and jurisdictions that states and jurisdictions
participated in both the that participated in both
2000 and 2003 assessments, 1990 and 2003 had

28 had higher average higher average scores
scores in 2003 and none in 2003,

Table 2. Average mathematics scale scores, grade 8 pubilc schools: By state, 1990-2003

Accommedations Accommodations —Not available.

not permitted permitted *Significandy different from 2003 when only
1990 1992 1996 2000 2000 2003 one jurisdiction or the nation is being
examined.
i 1 * - » *
Nation (public) 262 267 2711 274 272 276 <~ Significanty diferent from 2003 when using a
Alabama 253 *** 252 % 257+ 262 264 262 muttipie-comparison procedure based on all
Alaska - - 278 - - 279 jurisdictions that participatedin both years.
Arizona 260 *-** 265 *+* 268 271 269 271 s .
Arkansas 256+ 256 * 262+ 261+ 257+ 266 Natlonal reslsfor asscssments pror o 2003
California 256 == 261 ** 263 262* 260 *+* 267 et o TP ot o
Colorado 267 *** 272 %x» 276 %+ - - 283 2Deparment of Defense Dormesic Dependent
Connecticut 270 *** 274 %2+ 280 *** 282 281 284
Delaware 261 *+* 263 *** 267 *** - - 277 Bementary and Secondary Schools.
Florida 255+ 260 **+* 264 +** - - 2n 3 5
Georgia 259 +++ 269 4+ 262 +++ 266 265 *v 270 (ot f Defense Schoos
Hawaii 251 ==~ 257" 26202 263 262~ 266 NOTE: Comparative performance resuits may be
Idaho 21 > 275+ = 278 277 280 affected by changesin exclusion rates for
Illinois 261 *** - - 277 275 217 students with disabilties and limited-English-
Indiana 267 *** 270 *** 276+ 283 281 281 proficient studentsin the NAEP samples. In
lowa 278 *** 283 284 - - 284 addition to allowing for accommodations. lhe
accommodations-permitted results ft
Kansas - - - 284 283 284 national public sthools (20 and 2
Kentucky 257 *** 262 *** 267 *** 272 270 ** 274 differ slightly fmm previous years' results, and
Louisiana 246 *** 250 *** 252 4 259 .+ 250 *#* 266 from previously reported results for 2000. due
Maine - 279 #x+ 284 284 281 282 to changes in sample weighti d
Maryland 261 *** 265 *** 270 %+ 276 272 *#= 278 Significance tests were performed using
unmunded numbers.
Massachusetts - 273 *»» 278 %+ 283+ 279 *xe 287
Michigan 264 ++* 267+ 277 278 277 276 SOLRCE u.S. Department of Education.
Minnesota 275 282 *** 284 ==+ 288 287 * 291 Institute of Education Sciences. National
Mississippi - 246 **+ 250 *** 254 *** 254 *» 261 Center for Education Statistics. National
Missouri - 271 *xx 273 %+ 274 > 271 *+# 279 Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, and 2003
Montana 280 *** - 283 287 285 286 Mathematics Assessments.
Nebraska 276 *** 278 * 283 281 280 282
Nevada - - - 268 265 *** 268
New Hampshire 273 #*» 278 «*+ - - - 286
New Jersey 270 =+ 272 % - - - 281
New Mexico 256 *** 260 *** 262 260 259 e 263
New York 261 *** 266 *** 270 *+* 276 271+ 280
North Carolina 250 *-** 268 **+ 268 *-** 280 276 281
North Dakota 281 *** 283 *** 284 **r | 283 *** 282 e 287
Ohio 264+ 268 =+ - 283 281 282
Oklahoma 263 *** 268 *** - 272 270 272
Oregon 271 *** - 276 *** 281 280 281
Pennsylvania 266 *** 271 4 - - - 279
Rhode Island 260 *** 266 *** 269 *** 273 269+ 272
South Carolina - 261 *** 261 *** 266 *** 265 *** 217
South Dakota - - - - - 285
Tennessee - 259 *o* 263 *** 263 262 e 268
Texas 258 **# 265 **» 270 % 275 273 277
Utah - 274 +*» 277 %2 275 % 274 4 281
Vermont - - 279 *o*e 283 281 *** 286
Virginia 264 *** 268 **+ 270 %+ 277+ 275 #4» 282
Washington - - 276 %+ - - 281
West Virginia 256 * >+ 259 *.4» 265 *+* 271 266+ 271
Wisconsin 274+ 278+ 283 - - 284
Wyoming 272 > 275 %+ 275 %%+ 277 *** 276 *** 284
Other jursdictions
District of Columbia 231 **» 235+ 233 *** 234 *n» 235 243
ODESS 2 - - 269 *** 277 274 4+ 282
DoDDS 3 - - 275 %0 278 *** 278+ 286
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The Nation’s Report Card

State vs. Nation
Comparisons

Figures 1 and 2 show how
the performance of students
in participating states and
jurisdictions comparesto the
performance of studentsin
the national public-school
sample.

In 2003, 26 of the 53 states
and'ot_herjeL(erisdic:;id ons that
articl_at t rade 4 had
po o pT Mg e
average scores that were
higher than the national
average, 11 had scores that
were not found to differ
significantly from ¢he
national average, and 16

had scores that were lower
than the national average.
Of the 53 statesand other
jurisdictions that partici-
pated at grade 8, 30 had
average scores higher than
the national average, 7 had
average scores that were not

Figure 1. Comparison of state and natlonal public schoof average mathematics scores, grade 4; 2003

Figure 2. Comparison of state and natlonal public school average mathematics scor:

ﬁ Statefjurisdiction had higher average scale score than nation.
[_—_] Statefjurisdiction was not found to be significantly different from nation In average scale score
o Statefjurisdiction had lower average scale score than nation.

found to differ significantly
from the national average,
and 16 had average scores
that were lower than the
national average.

‘Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools

‘Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education. Institute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {(NAEP), 2003 Mathematics

Assessment.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



State Achievement-Level
Results

The figures on thisand the
next page show the percent-
agesof fourth- and eighth-
graders at each achievement
leve for the states and
jurisdictions that partici-
pated in the 2003 math-
ematics assessment. In both
figures, the shaded bars

Mathematics Highlights 2003

represent the proportion
of studentsat each of three
achievement levds—Badc,
Proficient, and Advanced—es
well as the proportion
below Basic. The central
vertical line dividesthe
proportion of students
who fell below the Proficient
level (i.e., at Badcor below
Basic) from those who

performed at or above the
Proficient achievement level
(i.e., at Proficient or at
Advanced). Scanning down
the horizontal bars to the
right of thevertica linedlows
easy comparisonof states' and
jurisdictions' percentagesof
studentsat or above Profi-
aent—the achievement levd
identified by the National

Assessment Governing Board
asthestandard all students
should reach. States and
other jurisdictions are listed
alphabetically within three
groups; percentage at or
above Proficient was higher
than, not found to be
significantly different from,
or lower than the nation.

Flgure 3. Percentage of students withln each mathematics achievement level, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2003

I sasic || profickent || Advanced |
Percentage at or above Proficient wes higher than nation (public)
Connecticut Connecticut
Indiana Indiana
lowa lowa
Kansas Kansas
Massachusetts Massachusetts
Michigan Michigan
Minnesota Minnesota
New Hampshire New Hampshire
New Jersey New Jersey
North Carolina North Carolina
North Dakota North Dakota
Ohio Ohio
Pennsylvania Pennsylvania
Vermont Vermont
Virginia Virginia
Washington Washington
Wisconsin Wisconsin
Wyoming Wyoming
Alaska Alaska
Colorado Colorado
Delaware Delaware
DDESS' DOESS'
DoDDS? DoDDS?
‘Florida Florida
Idaho Idaho
lllinois lllinois
Maine Maine
Maryland Maryland
Missouri Missouri
Montana Montana
NATION (public) NATION (public)
Nebraska Nebraska
New York New York
Oregon Oregon
South Carolina South Carolina
South Dakota South Dakota
Texas Texas
Utah Utah
Alabama Alabama
Arizona Arizona
Arkansas Arkansas
California California
District of Columbia District of Columbia
Georgia Georgia
Hawaii Hawaii
Kentucky Kentucky
Louisiana Louisiana
Mississippi Mississippi
Nevada Nevada
New Mexico New Mexico
Oklahoma Oklahoma
Rhode Island Rhodelsland
Tennessee Tennessee
West Virginia West Virginia
T T T T
100 90 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 110 O 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percentage below Basic and at Basic Percentageat Proficientand Advanced
1pepartment Of Defense Domesic and Secondary Schoots.
2 of Defense Schools (Owrseas).

NOTE: Detall MBy NOt sum to totals because of rounding. The sheded bars are

using unrounded numbers,

SOURCE: US. Depaniment of Education, institute of Education Sclences, NationalCenter lor Education Statistics, NationalAssessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematics Assessment

o'
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| _The Nation’s Report Card

At grade 4, asshown in that were not found to be At grade 8, asshown in that were not found to be
figure 3, 18 statesand other  statistically different from figure 4, 24 statesand other  significantly different from
jurisdictions had higher the nation, and 16 had jurisdictions had higher the nation, and 17 had
percentages of studentsat or  percentages that werelower percentages of studentsat or  percentages that were lower
above Proficientthan the than the nation. above Proficient than the than the nation.

nation, 19 had percentages nation, 12 had percentages

Figure 4. Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003

oo o | SO T

Parcentage at or above Proficiant was higher than nation {public}

Alaska Alaska
Colorado Colorado
Connecticut Connecticut
DoDDS' DoDDS'
Indiana Indiana
lowa lowa
Kansas Kansas
Massachusetts Massachusetts
Minnesota Minnesota
Montana Montana
Nebraska Nebraska
NewHampshire New Hampshire
New Jersey New Jersey
New York New York
North Carolina North Carolina
North Dakota North Dakota
Oregon Oregon
South Dakota South Dakota
Utah Utah
Vermont Vermont
Virginia Virginia
Washington ‘WNashington
Wisconsin Wisconsin
Wyoming Wyoming
Delaware Delaware
DDESS? DDESS?
Idaho Idaho
lllinois lilinois
Maine Maine
Maryland Naryland
Michigan Nichigan
Missouri Nissouri
NATION (public) NATION (public)
Ohio K Ohio
Pennsylvania a1 Pennsylvania
South Carolina | 2 . South Carolina
Texas ST Texas
Alabama Alabama
Arizona Mzona
Arkansas Arkansas
Calilornia B California
District of Columbia R SRR District of Columbia
Florida IR R 48 Florida
Georgia | e Georgia
Hawaii Hawaii
Kentucky Kentucky
Louisiana Louisiana
Mississippi Mississippi
Nevada Nevada
New Mexico New Mexico
Oklahoma Oklahoma
Rhode Island Rhode Island
Tennessee Tennesses
West Virginia West Virginia

100 90 80 70 60 % 40 3P 20

Percentagebelow Basic and at Basic

Percentageat Proficientand Advanced

!0epartment of Deferse Dependents Schools (Overseas).
2Department of Deferse Domestic Dependent Etementary and Secondary Sehoots.

NOTE: Detail may not Sm m totats because d rounding. The Shaded bars are graphed USNG unrounded numbers.
on St

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education. Institute of Education Sciences, Nabonal Center for Education
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Percentage of Students at or Above Proficient Across Years by State e
. The percentage of students  The percentage of fourth- percentages also increased

at or above the Proficient graders at or above Proficient  from 1992 to 2003 for all

level across yearsis pre- was higher in 2003 than in 42 states andjurisdictions

sented in table 3for grade 4 2000 for al 43 statesand that participated in both

and in table 4for grade8.  jurisdictions that partici- those assessment years.

pated in both years. The

Table 3. Percentage of students at or above Proficient in mathematics, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2003

Accommodatlons Accommodatlons ~Not available.
not permitted permitted ‘Significantly different from 2003 when only
1992 1996 2000 2000 2003 one jL_Jrisdictionor the nationis being
examined.
Nation (public) * 7 20° 25" 2° 3 ‘Significantly diflerent fom 2003 when using a
Alabama 10 *** 11 %% 14400 13 hee 19 multiple-comparison procedure based on all
Alaska _ 21 %% _ - 30 jurisdictions that participated in both years.
Arizona 13 = 15 ::: 17 ::: 16 ::: 25 INational resutts for assessments prior to 2003
Arkansas 10 #>= 13* 13~ 14> 2 ate based on me national sample. not on
California 12 *+* 11%2* 15 13 oex* 25 aggregated state samples
Colorado 17 »o** r7ALLL - - 34 2 )
Connecticut 24 31 % 32 %0 31 »re 41 Ezfnpeanrzlr;m ls)::nr?;r[;osmd‘ezujsl?ependem
Delaware 17 woa» 16 *** - - 31
Florida 13 *»* 15 *** - - 31 3p, of Defense D Schools
Georgia 15 #ae 13 %*> 18 ¢** 17 w* 27 (Overseas).
Hawaii 1555 16 1 ‘:: 14 :‘" 23 NOTE: State-leveldata were not collectedin
Idaho 16+ - 21 20 *x* 31 1990. Comparative performance resultsmay be
llinois - - 21 = 20 **= 32 affected by changesin exclusion rates for
Indiana 16 **» 24 *2* 3 30 %> 35 den ; with disabihties and limited-English
lowa 26 " 22 %% 28 *** 26 +** 36 proficient students in the NAEP samples. in
addition to allowing for accommodations.the
Kansas _ - 30+ 29 » 4 M accommodations-permitted results for
Kentucky 13 16 *** 17 *» 17 *v* 22 national public schools (2000 and 2003)
Louisiana [l g e 14 +»» 14 s+ 21 differ slightly from previous years' results, and
Maine 27 24 27 *** 25 **e 23 *r* 34 from previously reported results for 2000, due
. Maryland 18 *** 22 *i** 22 wiww 21 ** 31 to changes in sample weightingprocedures.
Significance tests were performed using
Massachusetts 23 o4 24+ 33 4ers 31w 41 unmunded numbers,
Michigan 18 *** 23+ 29 ¥+ 28 *ve 34
Minnesota 20 *v* 29 *** 34 44 33 #u 42 SOURCE U.S Department of Education.
Mississippi [ Rlid g g e g biaw 17 Institute of Education Sciences. National
Missouri 19 *** 20 *** 23 e 23 #¥* 30 Center for Education Statistics. National
Assessmentof Educational Progress (NAEP).
Montana - 224 25 #ae 24 »4¥ 31 1992. 1996.2000. and 2003 Mathematics
Nebraska 22 #¥x 24 %%+ 24 #4e 24 =4* 34 Assessments.
Nevada - 14 4 *+ 16 *** 16 =+ 23
New Hampshire 25 = - - - 43
New Jersey 25 #4 25 *# - - 39
New Mexico 11 #»* 13 *i*#* 12 #*» 12 ¢o* 17
New York 17 +ee 204+ 22 % 21 o> 33
North Carolina 13 #** 21 %%+ 28 25 o4 41
North Dakota 22 %4 24 % 25 %4 25 o+ 34
Ohio 16 *** - 26 %+ 25 x> 36
Oklahoma 14 **+ - 16 *** 16 %+ 23
Oregon - 21 e 23 v 23 = 33
Pennsylvania 22 **» 20 %% - - 36
Rhode Island 13 #oe* 17 %2+ 23 **r 22 %2 28
South Carolina 13 *** 1242 18 ¢4 18 #:s* 32
South Dakota - - - - 34
Tennessee 10 *»* 17 %> 18+ 18 #4> 24
Texas 15 *** 25+ 27 # 25 *4¥ 33
Utah 19 *** 23 %% 24 >+ 23 o4 3
Vermont - 23 % 29 *** 29 o 42
Virginia 19 *** 19 *ox 25 % 24 *ex 36
Washington - 21> - - 36
West Virginia 12 +* 1g 18 ** 17 % 24
Wisconsin 24+ 27 **e - - 35
Wyoming 19 *** 1g = 25+ 25 #ie» 39
Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia 5w S 6 G 7
DDESS 2 - 20+ 24 ¢+ 23 5+ 30

. DoDDS ? - 19+ 22444 21 4+ 31
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The Nation’s Report Card

Among the 42 statesand increase in the percentage above Profi ci ent was higher
jurisdictionsthat partici- of studentsat or above in 2003 than in 1990 for all
pated in both the 2000and  Proficient and none showed 38 statesandjurisdictions

2003 eighth-gr ade assess: adecline. The percentage that participated in both
ments, 18 showed an of eighth-gradersat or years.

Table 4. Percentage of students at or above Proficlent in mathematics, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1990-2003

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted ~Not available.
1990 1992 1996 2000 2000 2003 *Significantly differentfmm 2003 when
I Lrisdic the nation s bei
Nation Gubl)! 15 200 2 2 25 2 oy e frsicions e naons by
R T »
AlaAtT:smkaa E 19 ;g 1_6 1_6 ;g *+Significantly different from 2003 when using
Arizona 13 %% 15+ 18 21 20 21 a mutlte comparison procedure based on all
jurisdictions that participated in both years.
Arkansas g **e 10 *** 13 %+ 14 »»» 13 ~** 19
California 12 *xv 16 *** 17 *oxx 18* 17+ 22 INational resuits for assessments prior to
2003 are basedon the national sample, not
Colorado 17 »o*» 22 % 25 *4 - - 34
egated stats les.
Connecticut 22 %4+ 26+ 31+ 34 33 35 o ggegRRdsEle sampes
Delaware 14 %*+ 15 #* 19 *:*+ - - 26 2pepartment of Defense Domestic Dependent
florida 12 %+ 15+ 17 *+* - - 23 Elementary and Secondary Schools.
Georgia 14 #*» 13 *ex 16 *** 19 19 22
3pepartment of Defense Dependents Schools
Hawaii 12 %% 14+ 16 16 16 17 (Overseas).
Idaho 18 #** 22 %2 - 27 26 28
lllinois 15 =+ - - 27 26 29 NOTE: Comparative performance results
Indiana 17 *** 20+ 24+ 31 29 3 may be affected by changes in exclusion
lowa 25 **» 31 31 - - 33 rates for students with disabilities and
limited-English-proficient students in the
Kansas - - - 34 34 34 NAEP samples.In additionto allowing for
Kentucky 10 **+ 14 #%* 16 *** 21 20 24 accommodations. the accommodations-
Louisiana [t Tame Y i 12 #» 11 #** 17 permitted results for national public
Maine - 25 31 32 30 29 schools (2000 and 2003) differ slightly
Maryland 17 #oxe 20 %4+ 24 * 29 27 30 fmm previous years’ resutts, and from
previously reported results for 2000, due
Massachusetts - 23 #ve 28 »oxx 32 % 30 *** 38 to changesin sample weighting
Michigan 16 *** 19 **+ 28 28 28 28 procedures. Significance tests were
Minnesota 23 #an 31 e 34 e 40 39 * 44 performed using unmunded numbers.
Mississippi - [ R 74 g e Qg e 12
Missouri _ 20 %% 29 #oex 29 s 21 wae 28 SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education,
Institute of Education Sciences, National
Montana 27 **» - 32 37 36 35 Center for Education Statistics. National
Nebraska 24 %+ 26 %+ 31 31 30 32 Assessment of Educational Progress
Nevada - — - 20 18 20 (NAEP). 1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, and
New Hampshire 20 *** 25 *4s _ — _ 35 2003 Mathematics Assessments.
New Jersey 21 **» 24 2 - - - 33
New Mexico 10 *=* 11 **e 14 13 12 15
New York 15 *** 20 22 % 26 % 24 *w* 32
North Carolina 9w 12+ 20 **> 30 27 »v» 32
North Oakota 27 2+ 29+ 33 31 2 30 *** 36
Ohio 15 »*e 18 *** - 31 30 30
Oklahoma 13 *** 17 #2¢ - 19 18 20
Oregon 21 ** - 26 *** 32 31 32
Pennsylvania 17 *** 21 ** - - - 30
Rhode Island 15 %> 16 *** 20* 24 22 24
South Carolina - 15 % 14 *.++ 18 »** 17 »*» 26
South Dakota - - - - - 35
Tennessee - 12%2* 15 #»# 17 16 * 21
Texas 13 *ee 18 *.*¢ 21 24 24 25
Utah - 22 % 24 *** 26 *** 25 %+ 31
Vermont - - 27 #u» 32 31 35
Virginia 17 %= 19 %+ 21 s+ 26 v 25 b 31
Washington - - 26+ - - 32
WestVirginia g re 10 14+ 18 17 20
Wisconsin 23 wxn 27 *** 32 - - 35
Wyoming 19 #*» 21 22 +* 25 =+ 23 s> 32
Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia kK Rhd 4 5 6 6 6
ODESS? - - 21 27 24 27
DoDDS 3 - - 23 27 %> 27 ** 35
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Mathematics Hig

Subgroup Results Reveal How Various Groups of

Students Performed on NAEP

In addition to reporting
on overall students'
performanceon its
assessments, NAEP also
reports on the perfor-
mance oOf various sub
groups of students. The

mathematics performance
of subgroups of students
in 2003 indicates whether
they have progressed since

When reading these
subgroup results, it is
important to keep in mind
that there is no simple,

cause-and-effect relation-
ship between membership
in asubgroup and achieve-

earlier assessmentsand
alowsfor comparisons
with the performance of
other subgroupsin 2003.

Average Mathematics Scores by Gadg

Thefigures below present
average mathematicsscores  average scoresfor male and

for males and females
across assessment years.

At both grades 4 and 8, the

female students were

Average mathematics scale scores, by gender, grades 4 and 8: 1990-2003

Male Female
s, : . s0 [ | 4

1 | i | 1 : 4
300 : ' 300
290 290 ,

277 -

280 e sl Gt 250 oo 22 24 Grade 8
270 woaneo® B 210 . o GEEERARaE 577
o | ST e O wo | T e 2
250 250
240 240

higher in 2003 than in any
of the previous assessment
years. In 2003, male stu-

ment in NAEP. A complex
mix of educational and
socioeconomic factors may
interact to affect student
performance.

dents scored higher on
average than female stu-
dentsat both grades.

G amd Mcommodations not permitted
S Accommodations permitted

*Significanty different from 2003
NOTE: In addition to allowingfor accommada
tions, the accommodations permitted results
1996-2003} differ stightly from previous
§ea15 resulls,, and tmmggreyviouslypleponed
results for 1996 and 2000, due to changes in
sample weighting procedures Significance
tens were performed using unrounded

230 w28 I g P Yoo gy w6, Gmied ke .
214% 4P 22957 227 220 . 219,‘,5;1 au SOURCE: US Departmentof Education
220 o‘,o“ 224 : 2&}590 22p¢ 224* Institute of Education Sciences National
210 210 Center for Education Statistics, Natlonal
R Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
200 200 ; 1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, and 2003
190 190 ! MathematicsAssessments.
180 180
z T |
; 0 : ;
‘80 '92 '96 ‘00 '03 '8¢ '92 '96 ‘00 '03
Average Mathematics Score Gaps
~ Male overage store
Between Males and Females ude 4 minus femele average store
i 1990 »]
In 2003, male students scorec_i higher on average Accommodations 1999 o2
than female students by 3 pointsat grade 4 and by notpermitted 1994 Lo 3
2 pointsat grade 8. The gap in 2003 vas not found 2000 e 3
to be significantly different from the gap in any of 19% ¢
i - Acommedations
the previous assessment years. ermitted 2000 re3
P w3 fe3
Accommodations 1990 Y]
not permitted 1992 -] &
199 -1 @
00 3
Accommodations ;zzg f» 2
# The estmate rounds to 28r0 permitted 2003 : ;
NOTE: Score gaps sre based on between d average scale scores.
$ tests were perft using numbers. e

SOURCE: ¥.8 of

Institute of

Sciences, Nationat Center for

Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1890, 1992, 1996, 2000,

and 2003 Mathematics Assessments.
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The Nation’s Report Card

Achievement-Level Results by Gender

The percentages of male At grade 4, the percentages  than in any of the previous ~ above Basicand Proficient
and female studentsat or of male and female students  assessment years. Atgrade  werealso higher in 2003
above the Basicand Proficient  at or above Basicand Profi- 8, the percentages of male  than in all previous assess
mathematics achievement cient were higher in 2003 and female students at or ment years.

levelsare presented below.

Percentages of students at or above Basic and Proficient in mathematics, by gender, grades 4 and 8: 1990-2003

* R
® 8
8

*8

not

% at o abave Basic . % at orabws Basic

% a or abws Proficient L % at or above Proficient

*Signlficantly different from 2003.

i) . . . L NOTE: In addition to allowingfor accommodations, the accommodations-permitted results (1996-2003)
'S0 ‘92 's6 '00 '95 ‘00 '03 ‘90 '92 ‘96 '00 ‘86 00 '03 differ stightly from previous years' results, and fram previously reported results lor 1996 end 2000. due to
changes in sample weightingprocedures. Significance tarts were performed using unrounded numbers.

g

f

Accommodati%ns Accommodaéiuns Accommodations Accommodations
not permitte permitte not permitted permitted SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Instituts of Education Sciences. National Center for Education
Statistics, Natior of Educatic rogress (NAEP). 1990. 1992,1996,2000, and 2003
Grade 4 Grade 8 Mathematics Assessments.
10 7
68 67
=651
ST B w —
* % * * 60 *%
*

‘%0 ‘92 ‘86 00 '$6 00 W3 ‘90 '92 ‘96 '00 95 W0 03

Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
Grade 4 Grade 8
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Mathematics Highlig

Average Mathematics Scores by Race/Ethnicity

Students who took the
NAEP mathemati cs assess
ment were identified as
belonging to one of the
racial/ethnic subgroups
shown in thefigures below
or as"other" based on
information obtained from
school records. The results
presented here for 1990
through 2000 differ from
those presented in earlier
mathematics reportsin
which results were reported

for five racial/ethnic catego-

ries based on student self-
identification.

At grades 4 and 8, White,
Black, and Hispanic stu-
dentsall had higher average
scores in 2003 than in any of
the previous assessment
years. The average score of
Asian/Pacific | slander
students was higher in 2003
than in 1990 at both grades
4 and 8. Therewas no

significant change detected
in the average score for
Asian/Pacific |slander
students between 2000 and
2003 at grade 8. American
Indian/Alaska Native
students had higher average
scores in 2003 than in 2000
at grade 4, but the apparent
increase at grade 8 was not
found to be statistically
significant.

Average mathematics scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4 and 8: 1990-2003

Mite

500/[,
y

300
b5
25
m
2%
%
2
m
m
) ,
20 ! L
19 ‘“
15

oL

Black

)

29 11 e
0reT gy | 24

Hemic

: u
1 b T
B | o

5y B
e | 253

Aslan/Pacific [dancr

L i

i [
280

! ; i
’p.u...b.....%m
e bow

<

kN

hts 2003

At both grades 4 and 8,
Asian/Pacific |slander
students scored higher on
average in 2003 than White
students. Both White and
Asian/Pacific | slander
students had higher average
scores than Black, Hispanic,
and American Indian/
Alaska Native students.
Hispanic and American
Indian/Alaska Native
students scored higher on
average than Black students
at both grades.

Amerlcan Indian/Alaska Native!
s

”
-

P A |
Yy

s 82 ‘86

*Significantly different fmm 2003.

‘03 'S0 ‘82 ‘9 0 03

O =uO Accommodations not permitted

‘90 ‘92 ‘38 w0l

O] Accommodations permitted

‘Special analyses raised concems aboutthe accuracy end preclsion of national grade 8 Aslan/Pacific Idander results In 1996, and grade 4 Aslan/Pacific Istander results In 2000. As a result. they are omitted from this report.
23amole size war insufficient to nermit a reliable estimate for American Indlan/Ataske Native students In 1990 and 1992 at grades 4 and 8. and in 1996 at &rade 8,

NOTE: At each grade, approximately 1 percent of students were classified as American Indlan/Alaska Native or “other” (not shown) In addition to allowing for

the

results (J%ZIB

differ slightly from previous years' results, and from previously reported results for 1996 and 2000, due to changes in sample welghting procedures Significance tests were performed using unmunded numbers
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, institute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1990,1992,1996,2000, and 2003 Mathematics Assessments.

Average Mathematics Score Gaps Between Selected Racial/Ethnic Subgroups

Average score gaps across assessment years be-
tween White and Black students and between
White and Hispanic students are presented in the A

figures shown to the right.

At grade 4, the score gap between White and
Black students decreased between 2000 and

White average score
minus Black average score

1990

Aati,

not permitted

2003, and was smaller in 2003 than in 1990. The

gap between White and Hispanic fourth-graders

also narrowed between 2000

and 2003, but the

Accormmodutions

1992
1996
2000

1996
2000

ranitted
porm 2003

A,

. White average score
minus Hispanic average score

1990
1992
1996
2000

1996
2000
2003

fP———e 20
— I ]
—e 7
Eemm—

f—r—o———& 1§
—— T
pomsmmmsnsimnneify 37

gap in 2003was not found to besignificantly
different from that in 1990.

At grade 8. the score gap between White and
Black studentswas narrower in 2003 than in
2000, but the gap in 2003 was not found to differ
significantly from 1990. T he score gap between
White and Hispanic eighth-graders in 2003 was
not found to differ significantly from the gap in
any of the previous assessment years.

*Signi

) 1990 €33 WO —oU
notpermitted  j999 foee @ 40¢ 1992 o %
19%6 f——————@ 3¢ 99—
2000 frmeime———————a 33" 2000 p—emmem————32
Accommodations 1996 .41 19% *30
pormitted 2000 @ 40" 2000 e 3]
2003 ————® 35 W03 —eo2

0 10 D N 40 0 10 2D D W
Score gaps Score gaps
ificantl gifterent fiom 2003.

performed using unmunded numbers.

SOURCE: U.S D

of institute of

NOTE: Score gaps are calculated based on differences between untounded average scale scores, Significance tests were

Sciences, Natlonal Canter for Education Statistics, National

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, and 2003 Mathematles Assessments.
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The Nation’s Report Card_

Achievement-Level Results by Race/Ethnicity

Achievement-level results
for the racial/ethnic sub
groups are presented in the
figures below. At grade 4,
the percentages of White,
Black, and Hispanic stu-
dents at or above the Basic
and Proficientlevelswere
higher in 2003 than in any

panic studentsat or above
Basicand Proficientwere
higher in 2003 than in any
of the previous assessment
years. The percentages of
Asian/Pacific |slander
students at or above Basic
and Proficient were higher in
2003 than in 1990.

of the previous assessment
years. The percentages of
Asian/Pacific |slander
students at or above Basic
and Proficient were higher in
2003 than in 1990. The
percentage of American
Indian/Alaska Native
studentsat or above Basic

was higher in 2003 than in
2000, but the apparent
increase in the percentage
at or above Proficient was not
found to be statistically
significant.

At grade 8, the percentages
of White, Black, and His

Percentages of students at or above Basic and Proficientin mathematics, by race/ethnicity, grades 4 and 8: 1990-2003

] _
[\ I o | L 10
_163* _6-0 54
T 50 f
40| 40 *; * ¥ 53;_
o hd . '
30 ; _;5_ S
20 | L I
10 TR A
0 I'VJ[~\ L w‘f

9 '92 '% 00 '% 00 N
Accommodations Accommodations

90'9296'00 ‘96 '00 W

Accommodations Accommodations

90 ‘92 95 00 96 ‘00 W3
Accommodations Accommodations

Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
Grade4 Grade 8 Grade4 Grade 8
I Asian/Pacific Islander'
80 ]}
80 A0 ]
;]
10 10 I3 7] [T - JU
*
60 VI ) U S vy I
82 Iy * *
80« | . —
A0 — - —
0 B _ S 1N
‘an 92 96 0 ‘2 ‘% 0 ‘% 0 s
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodatiom
not permitted permitted notpermitied  permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
Grade4 Grade8 Graded Grade 8
American Indian/Alaska Native?
not
18 % at0r above Basic % at or above Basic
0 64 % at 01 above Proficlent % a0 abwe Proficient
N 0 0 0w 2
40 r“;ds 4 *Significantly different from 2003.
- 40 - Ispecial anatyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asfan/Pacific Islanaer
3“ * L results in 196, and grade 4 Aslan/Pacific Island  resuits in 2000. As a result, they em omitted from this
- report.
2“ . i'Sample size wes Insufficient to permit a reliable estimate for American Indian/Alaska Native studentsin 1990
- N and 1992 at grades 4 and 8, end in 1996 at grade 8.
W — NOTE: At each grade, approximately 1 percent of students were ctassified as American Indlan/Alaska Native or

s
90 ' %6 W 8 W W

m ¥ Accommodations
i

notp permitted

Grade 4

W N %W B WS

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted

Grade$

“other” {not shown). In addition to allowing for the results
{1996-2003) differ slightly from previous years' results, and from previously reported results for 1996 and
2000, due M changes In sample welghting procedures Significance tests were performed using unrounded
numbers,

URC U.S.¢ of tnstitute of € Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, Ni i Assessment Jf Educationa! Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, and 2003
Mathematics Assessments.
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free/ redu.cegi-pr:ice

Mathematics Highlights 2003 §

Average Mathematics Scores by Students' Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch

NAEP collects data on

. students' eligibilityfor free/
reduced-price lunch asan
indicator of family eco-
nomic status. Eligibilityfor
free and reduced-price
lunches is determined by
students' family income in
relation to the federally
established poverty level.
Free lunch qualification is
set at 130 percent of the
poverty level, and reduced-
price lunch qualification is
set at between 130 and 185
percent of the poverty level.
Information regarding
students' éigibility in 2003
was not availablefor 10
percent of fourth-graders
and 11 percent of eighth-
graders, either because their
schools did not participate
in the National School
Lunch Program or for other
reasons.

At both grades4 and 8,
average mathematics scores
in 2003 were higher than
the scores in 1996 and 2000
both for students who were
eligibleand for students
who were not eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch.

The average mathematics
score for students who were
eligiblefor free/reduced-
price lunch wes lower than
the average score for stu-
dents who were not eligible
at both grades.

Results broken down by
student'seligibility for free
lunch and €ligibility for
reduced-price lunch are
available on the NAEP
web site (http://
www.nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/
naepdata).

Grade 4 Grade 8
s0 ), | se0) | ;
1 | 1 |
300 | ' : 300 | t
290 S 290 | pgpe 285
: : zé‘.’,ua 3= ' Not eligible
280 P 280| ¢ 2830 | (287
270 270 | 277 :
260 P 20| gy 285  Bigiie
250 oo 253+ !
236* 250 | 250* ‘
280 | 232+ 244 Noteligible 220
| ST 2 230
220 ' Eligible 220
RIS Pt
a0 | 2L w2 ‘
200 | 207° 208°* 200 : ‘
190 P 190 ]
180 i 180 : ‘
P ' . . :
C b o
o 0 R
98 00 '03 96 %0 '03

Crea O Acommadations not permitted
Dmmmm{] Accommodations permitted

*Slgnificantly different from 2003.

NOTE: In addition to atlowing for the results (1996.2003) differ
slightly fmm previously reported resuits for 1996 and 2000, due to changesin sample weighting pmcedures.
Significance tests were performed using unmunded numbers.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. Notional Center for EducaUon
Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1996.2000. and 2003 Mathematics
Assessments.

Achievement-Level Results by Students' Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price hunch

At both grades 4 and 8, the
percentages of students at
or above Basic and Proficient
were higher in 2003 than in
1996 and 2000 for both
students who were eligible
and students who were not
eligible for free/reduced-
price lunch.

Eligible

Not Eligible
Ao

%W s mm

e W S m

not permitted permitted

Grade 4

not permitted

*Significantly different from 2003.

NOTE: In addition to allowing for the

1996 and 2000. due to changesin sample weighting procedures.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education. Institute of EducaUon Sciences, Nauonal Center for EducaUon Statistics, National Assessment of Educationa!

results (1996-20031 differ slightly from previousty reportad results lor

tests wem using

Progress (NAEP). 1996.2000. and 2003 Mathematics Assessments.

Average Mathematics Score Gaps Between
Students Who Were Eligible and Those Who
Were Not Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price

Lunch

At grade 4, the average score gap between students
who were eligible and students who were not eligible
for free/reduced-price lunch decreased from 2000 to
2003, but the gap in 2003 was not found to be signifi-
cantly different from the gap in 1996.

No significant change was detected in the gap in 2003
compared to the gap in any of the previous assessment

yearsat grade 8.
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Grade & Grade 4 Grado 8
not
numbers. % at or above Basic ! . Yator above Basic
E |
lJ% at or above Proficient L % at or above Proficient

Not ellghle average score
minus efigible average score

Accommodations 1906 g 25
not permitted 2000 —————— 2

Acommodations 199 1
poied 00— %

2603 e 3 *Significantly diffetent from
2003
Grade 8 NOTE: Score gaps am
—_ calculated based on differences
o batwaen unfoundedaverage
Accommodations 1996 018 scale sclt';;e; Signi‘f'ilcgance tests
4 L s ware performed us!
oot permiited 2000 30 unmunded aumbers.
I———- SOURCE: 4.8, Department of
Accommodations 195 7 Education, institute of

pereited 100 3

Education Sciences, Nationai
1003 [meerre——o 38

Center for Education Stastcs,
Natlonai Assessmentof
Educational Progress (NAEP).
1996, 2000, and 2003
Mathematics Assessments.
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Sample Mathematics Assessment Questions

The following pages present
sample questions from the
NAEP 2003 Mathematics
Assessment. Students
answered a combination of
multiple-choice and con-
structed-response questions.
Some constructed-response
questions required students
to provide answers to
computation problems or to
describe solutions in one or
two sentences. Extended
constructed-response
questions required students

to provide longer written
answers, in order to mea-
sure students' ability to
reason, communicate, and
make connections between
conceptsand skills, either
across the mathematics
content areasor from
mathematics to other
curricular areas.

The tables presented here
with each sample question
show the percentage of
studentswho answered a
multiple-choice question

correctly or whose responses
to a constructed-response
question were rated at or
above a particular score
level, first as the overal
percentage and then as the
percentage of studentsat
each achievement level who
answered successfully. For
the multiple-choice ques-
tions shown, the oval corre-
sponding to the correct
response isfilled in. For the
constructed-response ques-
tions, sample student re-

Grade 4 Sample Questi'dns;nd Responsés

Furth-Grade Multple-(.fholce Question [

Students are expected to be
able to compute with
numbers at each grade level
assessed by NAEP. Some
questions, such as this one,
are administeredin a
section that does not permit
calculatoruse, Althoughfor
this question students are
instructedto add, for other
questions, presented in the
contextof a story problem,
students must decide
whetherto add, subtract,
multiply, or divide.

Fourth-gradershave been
taught properties of
common geometric figures,
including how to find the
pedmeter. To solve this
problem, the student needs
to know that a square has 4
sides of equal length. In
order for the pedmeter to
be 36 inches, each side
must be 36+4, or 9 inches
long.

m

sponses are presented. In
addition, the mathematics
content area and mathemat-
ics ability assessed by each
question are identified.

Additional sample math-
ematics questions from
the 2003 and previous
assessments are available
on the NAEP web site
(http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/itmrls).

Below Basic At Basle

Peme;xta;ge éorrect‘

Overall percentage At Proficlent At Advanced
1 carrect 213 os below* ; 214-248* | 249-281* 282 or ahove'
! 89 | 9 91 95 97
'NAEP mathemativs compusite stale teags. T
SOURCE: U.S. Deputment of Edutabon, Ipstaute of Educabon Scranted, Notiona! Center for Netionat

of Educatonal Progiess (NAEP). 2003 Mathemistics Assessment,

600
690
700
790

Number Sense, Properties, and Operations

Mathematics Ability:

Procedural Knowledge

Fourth-Grade Multil-hoce Question

1
[ Percentage correct j !

e T -
i' Overali percentage {i BelowBasle | At Basle At Proficlent At Advanced 1[
I correst Il 243 orbelow® ©.  214-248! 249-281* 282 or above! :
LA it 19 40 75 92 \
NAEP mathematics mMpasite seale 1onge. |

SQURCE: WS, Degantmont of Educaten, institate of Educalion Soences, National Cente Tar Eoueation Statstics, Netinhal Astessment ’
of Educationat Prugiess (NAEPY, 2003 Mathematics Assessment.

| _Mathematics Content Area:

Theperimeter d asquareis 36inches. What is the length o one
side o thesquare?

® 4inches
® 6inches
@ 9inches
® 18inches

Measurement

16

- Mathematics Ability:

Problem Solving
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questions

|

Inthe early grades, students
begin to develop an under-
standingof fractions by
relatingthemto various
models. This NAEP extended
constructed-response
question was designedto
assess fourth-grade
students' understandingof
equivalent fractions. The
question uses a shaded
region modelin which three
rectangularregions of equal
length are divided into 6
equal parts, 2 equal parts,
and 10 equal parts, respec-
tively. Studentsaretold that
the first strip shows 3/6 and
are asked what fractionthe
other strips show. The
expected answers are 1/2
and 5/10. By asking, “What
do the fractions shownin A,
B, and € havein common?"
the question assesses
students' understandingof
equivalentfractions. Stu-
dents are also askedto
shade two other strips to
represent different fractions
that are equivalentto the
ones shown.

Answersto this question
were scored on five levels:
"Incorrect,”* "Minimal:
'Partial:  "Satisfactory:or
"Extended:

The first sample response
wasrated only "Satisfactory"
because the shaded fraction
strip for 2/4 was not
accurate.

L . . b
urth-Grade Extended Constructed-Response Questi

hts 2003
—

Mathematics Hig

Percentage “Satlsfactor;"Tr better

| Overallpercentage || BelowBasle || AtBasic AtProficlent  AtAdvanced
EI “Satisfactory or hettes” || 213 or below! l 214-248* 249-281* 282 or above!
| 30 i 2 19 58 89

HNAEP mathematins composite seale raage.
SOURCE: LS. Bepantment of Educaban, Institute of Edutaton Serences, Natlonal Canter for Egucation Stabstics, Natiosal Assessment
ol Bducstionat Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathensatios Assessment

Sample "Satisfactory" Response
e dhided pan.of eschs sulp betow chows o frastlen.

JEEEEEE

o |
el LTI

Whaae feminion does i Bracslon srip abow? :

Wit o the Fratlo shawn fn A, B aod € bave li consman?

Tae Grachions i 4,3 and Care all
hoif of dht Nomors OF spross W 1R
rectangt.
Shadein tho frectlun siipy befow io Khow dllierens fuctbons that are
eguivalent to the com shown o A, B, and €.

______lunuEs
‘ ]
3
w
! Percentage “Extended” ]i
T owmiiporcentage | BokwBaskc | AtBasic ' AtProficlont  AtAdvnced |
| “Extended” 23orbelow’  214-248° 249-281' 282 or above’
(I R S .. &

INAEP riathematics composiie scale range.
SOURGE: U.5. Dgpertiment of Educaben, lnsttute of Edutation Soiences, Natlonat Center for Education Staustics, Natlonal Assessmunt
of Educationat Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematios Assessment.

Sample "Extended" Response

The shaded pazs of each irip below chawe 3 fraecion.

SHEREEE

Tl tractbon varlp show 3

o ] |

Whas Bacalon does ihls boedun selp bow? j&

e ]I TTTTT]

Whkat bseetion docs \h1s Lratiicn stiip sbow? 'i%

Vhuit o the frsettims shewo s A, B, and € havo ln runtmoal

They oll equal & which meens ey are
eqwuafem*;

$hade in the frastion valps below (o show differcas fracloss tha are
cguivatens to the enes shown in A, B, and €.

Mathematics Content Area: Mathematics Ability:
Number Sense, Properties, and Operations Problem Solving
17 106
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_The Nation’s Report Card

‘Grade 8 ;Sam_pl\e...,,Questiqns_%a_n_d;i’Ré_ﬂsp;; es:

sample guestions

Eighth-Grade Short Constructed-Response Question G

Overall ta Below Basi
+ Students are expected to be ..s':ﬂ:,?ﬂf;y”ge 2;1:‘:' hew::

able to compute with numbers 3 .5

Percentag:é “Saﬂsfaeto?

. AtBasic At Proficient AtAdvanced
| 262-298° 299-3322 333 or above*
LB 89 94

ateach grade levelassessed ~ HAEP mathewsu -

inshtute of Ed

Scienses, Nahonat Center for Education Statistics, Natoaal

"NAEP riathematics COMpusie sudle mage.
by NAEP. By eighth grade,

Assesement of Educational Pragrss (NAEP), 2003 Mathemates Assgssmant.

SOURCE: B8, Depantment of £
studentsare expected to be
ableto carry out longdivision.

This sample question is Divide: 2¢l Chesk:
presented in a constructed- 2 ‘ fo) 4 2 1
responseformat because f it 21)504 &4
were a multiple-chdice Z ‘{ -4 2 ‘E___...—

" question students could use Answer: 9 4 % 4
the choices and work back- — 4

- wards by multiplyingto find the ,1‘,‘!_ ___é;——"

answer, This question wasin a
section that did not permit
caiculator use. i
Answers to this question were
as “Unsatisfactory” or

Mathematics Content Area:

Number Sense, Properties,and Operations

- 504

Math_ematics Abllity:

Procedural Knowledge

“Satisfactorv” !

S el - L — ]

Elghth-Grade Muitiple-Choice Question 3 _ Percentage correct I
. [ Overall perventage | ~  Baslt -~ AtBasle ' AtProficlent ' AtAd d
Algebraic concepts are “ correct i 261 orbelow' |,  262-298* 209332 333 o above'
included in the mathematics I ¢ S | 52 .., 84 95 99
curriculum before eighth "NAEP mathematics composite seal6 inge.
SOURCE: B.S. Dep of institute of Sesences, Natlonal Center for Ecucation Statstics, National

grade. This sample question

Assgesment of Edurational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematics Asgessment

uses the variable X in the

expressionX + 2. The student * Ifthevalue Oftheexpressionx + 2 islessthan 12, which of thefollowingeouldbeavalue d x?

is asked to Identifya value of

X that would make X + 2 less ® 16

than 12. Of the choices listed, ® 14
only 8 is a value that satisfies

this condition. ! © 12

! @ 10

@ 38

Mathematics Content Area:

Mathematics Ability:

Geometry and Spatial Sense Problem Solving

Eighth-Grade Multiple-Choice Question Percentage correct

j U overall percentage |' Below Basle At Basic AtProficlent  AtAdvanced
This multiple-choice geometry ; correct ' 26lorbelow®  262.298* 298-332! 333 or above!
question requires students to , 33 A 19 29 49 77

. . . e [ = e —_ S, OO USSR |
use information gven Ina NAEP mathematios composite scale raage
figure to find the degree SOURCE 45 Department of Eucativn Isttite of Educaon ssiencas Natiunal Center for Efucation Stutistics Netionat
Assessinent of Educationst Progress (NAEP) 2003 Mathematiss Acsessment

measure of £ABC. The ques-

tion requires students to use

what they know aboutangles
relatedto a triangleto find a
missingangle measure. The

expected solutioninvolves A ® 45
findingthe measure of .ZACB. D
This angle measureis 180° = ® 100
135° or 45°. Because the sum

A @ 110
of the degree measures of all e ?o,\
anglesin atriangleis 180°, the i A X ® 135
measure of LABC is 180° - \ \
25° - 45°, or 110°. ® 160

Mathematlcs Content Area:

In the triangle, what iSthe degree measure d £ABC?

Mathematics Ability:

Geometry and Spatial Sense

18

Problem Solving
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de | E{tended COnstrugted-Response Question

Mathematics Hig

i Percex;tage “Sa-tisfactory" or better

[ Gwerllpercertoge | BetowBasle || AtBaste AtProficent  AtAdvanced
Trearessd somegeometric “Satistactary” or bettor |, 261 or below! }1 262-298 299332 333 oégbove’
. 16 | F L 2 23
ity e
Fﬂ'm]m irtos'n‘de SOURCE: U.S. Departosent of Edueation, Instiling of Educstiot Seiences, Nationat Center far Edutation Statistics, Nagionat Assessment
of Eaucavanai Prograss {NAEP). 2003 Mathamatcs Assesemant,
figureswhoee aresscan ke
eedlly determined. This Sample " Satisfactory" Response "
extended congtructed: |
regponsequestion reguires .
sudentsto identify different
wasd finding thearea d a -
reliway. Orewgy to patition )
the helway isshown Tre Ted wants to purchase floor covering for the hallway shown above. He knowsthere are
comesponding areais 50 + many ways tofind thearead the hallway. One way is to divide the hallway into the
25 = 85 Sudentsare acked sections shown below and then add together the area d each section.
. 10
todow three ather waysthe
hewey cen bedviddad S
foreech d them todow o
favtheaeacan be
cdoulaed. 5 _ _
Answers tothisguestion | Aread Hallway = Aread Regionl| + Aread RegionlIl
waesoored anfivelevds
= + (7x
“Ingorrect? “Minimal” Area = (5x10) + (7x5)

"Patid: "Sidadary: o
"Bxtadat

¢ Usethefiguresbelow to show 3 other ways that Ted can divide the hallway tofind its
' area. Bdow each figureexplain what numbers and operations Ted could useto calculate

Trefirg ssmpleresponse t thearea.
n - 1 !
Wasonly {i:d Sms‘ai;:;f | w s w § "
gvento celculdethe area 5 5 s’ FR -
for thefirgt figureshould 12 g T e 2
have ben5x5 + 12x 5. g ¥
7
5 5 Y 5
I0XS + 2%5 P
+5x5 1547
$45 Y0 ~ 748
! L__ ) Pe}centag&"&'xtanﬂe&" ' “
! » mmli_péme;aﬁge , Below Beslc i At Basle At Proficlent At Adv d
| Extended” | 28forbelowt = 262-298! 299-332! 333 or above!
j L ; # ! 1 12 a1
! fT‘uu astimate rounds to 18,
Sg)i\erCE u.s. Depann;;:‘(-1:i'::;:cja’;gsi'§:‘;limte of Educution Scienges, National Centes for Notiopai
of Educauunal Fiogiess (NAEP), 2003 Matherastics Assessnent
Sample "Extended”’ Response
w5 10 10
§ ° 5 I \J 5 ol ®
! «:5 23 ¢ G 5 ¢ 5
I 2 5 R
“ 7 7
L) 9 -}
5 5 5
(62155 (515) (576)(5%6) 3 sfpri 1 (599
Z 25400 36100 QO
4% 5y e50°®
Mathematics Content Area: Mathematics Ability:
Meearement Problem Solving
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Technical Notes
School and Student Samples

All 50 states and threejurisdictions participated and met

The Nation’s Report Card___

the minimum guidelines for reporting their resultsin 2003.

Approximately 190,000 fourth-graders from 7,500 schools
and 153,000 eighth-graders from 6,100 schools were as-
sessed in mathematicsin 2003. The national samples were
larger in 2003 than in previous assessment years because
they were based on the combined sample of students
assessed in each participating state, plusan additional
sample from private schools. 1n 1990—2000the national
samples were drawn separately from the state samples and
were smaller than the samples resulting from aggregating
the state samples.

There has been ashift in the racial/ethnic composition of
the student population and students participating in NAEP.
The percentage of Hispanic studentsincreased from 6
percent in 1990 to 18 percent in 2003 at grade 4, and from
7 percent to 15 percent at grade 8. The percentage of

White students decreased from 75 percent in 1990 to 60
percent in 2003 at grade 4, and from 73 percent to 63
percent at grade 8. The percentage of Black students,
which has changed lessover the years, isapproximately 17
percent at grade 4 and 16 percent at grade 8.

Prior to 2003, results in NAEPwere reported for four
NAEP-defined regions of the nation: Northeast, Southeast,
Central, and West. To align NAEP with other federal data
collections, beginning in 2003 NAEP analysisand reports
have used U.S. Census Bureau definitions of "region." The
four Censusdefined regions are: Northeast, South, Midwest
and West. Figure A.1 shows how states are subdivided into
these census regions (the two Department of Defense
Educational Activitiesjurisdictions are not assigned to any
region). Asa result of thischange in the region variable,
the following section presents the results by region of the
country for the 2003 assessment only.

Figure A.1 Map of regions of the country according to U.S. Census

Northeast

[___—__] Midwest
I:] South
l:] Wast

SOURCE: US Department of Commarce Economics and Statistics Administration U.S. Census Bureau.
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Mathematics Highlights 2003

Additional Data Tables
National Results by Region of the Country

Table B.1 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-ievel results, by reglon of the country, ,
grades 4 and 8: 2003

Percentage of students
Weighted
percentage Average Below Ator above Atorabove

of students scale score Bask Bask Proficlent  AtAdvanced
Northeast 18 238 19 81 37 5
Midwest 23 238 20 80 36 5
South 36 234 23 7 31 4
West 24 231 28 2 28 3
Northeast 18 282 28 72 33 6
Mldwest 23 283 26 4 33 6
South 36 275 34 66 25 5
West 23 273 37 63 26 5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 2003

Mathematics Assessment.

National Results by Type of School

Table B.2 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level results, by type of school, grades 4 and 8: 2065 )

Percentage of students
Weighted
percentage Average Below Atorabove Atorabove
of students  scale score Bask Baslc Proficlent  AtAdvanced
Grade 4
Public 90 234 24 76 31 4
Nonpublic 10 244 12 88 44 6
Catholic 5 244 12 88 43 5
Other 5 245 13 87 45 7
Grade 8
Public 91 276 33 67 27 5
Nonpublic 9 292 18 82 43 10
Catholic 5 289 19 81 39 8
Other 4 294 17 83 47 12
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education. institute of Education Sciences. National Center for tatistics. National of Educational Progress (NAEP). 2003

Mathematics Assessment.

PR
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_ The Nation's Report Card_
State Subgroup Results

Table B.3 Average mathematics scale scores and achlevement-level results, by gender, grade 4 public school

‘Male

Percentage of students

Average Ator
scale Below above
scores Bask Basle

Nation (public) 235 23 7
Alabama 223 35 65
Alaska 235 24 76
Arizona 231 28 72
Arkansas 228 30 70
California 229 31 69
Colorado 237 22 78
Connecticut 243 15 85
Delaware 237 20 80
Florida 235 24 76
Georgia 231 28 72
Hawaii 227 32 68
Idaho 237 19 81
lllinois 234 26 74
Indiana 239 17 83
lowa 240 15 85
Kansas 244 14 86
Kentucky 230 26 74
Louisiana 227 33 67
Maine 239 16 84
Maryland 235 26 74
Massachusetts 244 14 86
Michigan 238 21 el
Minnesota 244 15 85
Mississippi 223 38 62
Missouri 235 22 78
Montana 236 19 81
Nebraska 238 19 81
Nevada 229 30 70
New Hampshire 246 11 89
New Jersey 240 19 81
New Mexico 224 36 64
New York 237 21 9
North Carolina 243 15 85
North Dakota 240 16 84
Ohio 239 19 81
Oklahoma 230 26 74
Oregon 237 20 80
Pennsylvania 238 21 79
Rhode Island 231 27 73
South Carolina 237 18 82
South Dakota 239 16 84
Tennessee 228 31 69
Texas 239 17 83
Utah 236 20 80
Vermont 244 14 86
Virginia 240 18 82
Washington 240 18 82
West Virginia 232 24 76
Wisconsin 238 20 80
Wyoming 242 12 88
Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia 204 64 36
DDESS! 239 15 85
DoDDS? 239 14 86

Ator
above
Proficlent

34

19
3
28
27
28

37
45
34
33
29

24
34
34
37
39

44
24
22
37
33

44
38
45
18
30

33
36
25
46
41

21
35
42
38
37

25
35
39
29
34

37
25
35
34
m

38
39
26
38
41

8
34
34

s: By state, 2003

Female

Percentage of students

Average Ator Ator
scale Below above above
scores Baslc Basic Proficient
233 25 75 29
223 36 64 18
231 26 74 27
227 32 68 23
230 27 73 25
225 35 65 22
233 24 76 31
238 20 80 37
235 19 81 29
233 25 75 29
229 29 71 25
226 32 68 22
233 22 78 27
232 28 72 29
237 18 82 34
236 19 81 32
240 17 83 39
227 30 70 20
226 33 67 20
236 19 81 31
232 29 71 29
239 18 82 38
233 25 15 30
240 17 83 38
223 37 63 16
235 20 80 29
235 19 81 29
235 22 78 31
226 31 69 21
240 15 85 39
237 20 80 36
221 39 61 14
235 22 78 31
241 15 85 40
235 18 82 30
237 19 81 34
228 27 73 20
235 22 78 31
234 23 T 32
229 30 70 27
234 23 7 29
235 20 80 31
228 30 70 22
236 18 82 31
233 22 78 28
240 17 83 39
239 17 83 35
237 20 80 33
230 25 75 22
235 21 79 32
240 14 86 36
206 63 37 7
235 16 84 27
236 18 82 29

! pepartment of Defense bomestie Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schaols.
2pepartment of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

SOURCE: u.s. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences.National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 2003 Mathematics Assessment.
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Mathematics Hig hts 2003

. Table B.4 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level results, by gender, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003

Male Female
Percentage of students Percentage of students
Average Ator Ator Average Ator Aor
scale Below above above scale Below above above
scores Baslc Baslc Proficient scores Baslc Basic Proficlent
Nation {public) 277 33 67 29 275 34 66 26
Alabama 263 45 55 18 261 49 51 14
Alaska 280 29 71 32 278 31 69 28
Arizona 271 39 61 21 271 38 62 21
Arkansas 265 43 57 19 267 41 59 18
California 268 43 57 23 266 45 55 21
Colorado 284 26 74 35 283 26 74 34
Connecticut 285 27 73 37 283 27 73 33
Delaware 278 30 70 27 276 33 67 25
Florida 273 36 64 26 269 41 59 21
Georgia 270 40 60 24 269 41 59 20
Hawaii 265 44 56 17 266 45 55 16
Idaho 281 27 73 30 279 28 72 27
lllinois 278 33 67 31 276 34 66 28
Indiana 282 25 Ie) 33 280 28 2 29
lowa 285 23 7 35 283 24 76 31
Kansas 284 25 75 34 284 24 76 34
Kentucky 275 35 65 25 274 34 66 23
Louisiana 267 42 58 19 266 44 56 15
Maine 283 24 76 31 281 26 74 28
Maryland 279 32 68 33 276 34 66 27
Massachusetts 289 22 78 42 284 26 74 35
Michigan 277 33 67 30 276 32 68 26
Minnesota 289 20 80 3 292 16 84 44
Mississippi 262 51 49 14 260 55 45 11
Missouri 280 29 71 30 278 30 70 26
Montana 286 21 79 36 286 20 80 34
Nebraska 284 25 5 35 281 27 73 30
Nevada 268 41 59 21 268 41 59 19
New Hampshire 287 21 9 36 286 22 78 33
New Jersey 282 28 72 34 281 29 71 33
New Mexico 264 47 53 16 263 49 51 15
New York 281 29 71 33 279 30 70 31
North Carolina 281 29 71 32 282 28 72 32
North Dakota 287 19 81 37 287 19 81 36
Ohio 283 25 75 32 281 27 73 29
Oklahoma 272 36 64 22 272 35 65 18
Oregon 282 29 71 3 280 30 70 30
Pennsyivania 280 30 70 33 277 32 68 27
Rhode Island 273 37 63 26 271 38 62 22
South Carolina 280 30 70 29 274 35 65 23
South Dakota 286 21 79 35 284 23 7 34
Tennessee 268 42 58 22 268 41 59 20
Tees 278 31 69 27 276 32 68 23
Utah 282 28 72 33 280 28 2 29
Vermont 286 23 7 35 286 22 78 35
Virginia 283 26 74 33 280 29 71 30
Washington 282 28 72 33 281 29 71 31
West Virginia 271 38 62 21 271 37 63 18
Wisconsin 284 25 75 36 284 24 76 34
Wyoming 284 24 76 34 283 22 78 30
Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia 242 71 29 7 244 71 29 5
DDESS! 284 21 79 31 280 23 77 2
DoDDS? 287 20 80 37 284 22 78 32
Lpepartment of Defense Domestic DependentElementary and Secondary Schools.
2 of Defen Schools

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 2003 Mathematics Assessment.
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The Nation's Report Card____
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_Table B.5 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level results, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2003

White Black Hispanic

Percentage of students Percentage of students Percentage of students

Weighted ~ Average Ator Ator Weighted Average Ator Ator Weighted ~ Average Ator Ator

percentage  scale Below above  above |percentage scale Below  above above | percentage scale Below above  above

of students scores Baslc ~ Baslc Proficlent|of students scores Baslc ~ Basic Proficlent] of students scores Basic  Basic  Proficlent

Natlon {public) 58 243 13 87 42 17 216 46 54 10 19 221 38 62 15
Alabama 61 232 22 78 27 36 208 59 41 5 1 t b3 t b4
Alaska 56 242 14 86 41 5 221 36 64 15 5 228 32 68 24
Arizona 50 241 15 85 39 4 215 48 52 11 38 217 44 56 11
Arkansas 69 237 17 83 34 25 206 61 39 5 4 221 38 62 15
California 32 243 14 86 42 7 213 49 51 9 49 216 47 53 1
Colorado 65 243 12 88 44 5 217 46 54 12 25 217 46 54 13
Connecticut 67 250 8 92 53 14 217 45 55 10 15 223 36 64 15
Delaware 56 244 9 91 43 33 223 34 66 12 7 226 31 69 17
Florida 50 243 13 87 43 25 215 43 52 8 21 232 26 74 27
Georgia 50 241 16 84 40 39 217 44 56 1 7 219 40 60 13
Hawaii 16 238 18 82 35 3 221 36 64 16 3 219 45 55 17

Idaho 83 238 16 84 34 1 t S 4 b4 13 217 45 55 11

Hllinois 59 244 13 87 44 20 210 56 44 7 18 218 45 55 13
Indiana 80 242 13 87 40 12 215 46 54 7 4 226 31 69 18

lowa 87 241 14 86 39 5 215 50 50 9 5 222 38 62 14

Kansas 78 246 10 90 47 11 217 45 55 13 8 230 22 78 19
Kentucky 85 231 25 7% 24 12 214 47 53 8 1 b4 b t t
Louisiana 44 242 12 83 39 53 213 51 49 6 1 b b t $
Maine 97 238 17 83 34 1 } t ¥ t 1 % t b b3
Maryland 51 244 15 85 44 37 216 47 53 1 6 227 32 63 21
Massachusetts 73 247 9 91 49 1 222 38 62 13 12 222 37 63 13
Michigan 70 244 12 88 43 21 209 58 42 7 4 223 39 61 17
Minnesota 81 246 11 89 47 8 219 46 54 16 4 220 40 60 14
Mississippi 44 236 17 83 30 55 212 54 46 6 1 b3 t t t
Missouri 77 240 14 86 35 18 216 47 53 9 3 220 43 57 14
Montana 86 238 16 84 34 1 t t t b4 2 236 17 83 25
Nebraska 80 241 13 87 39 7 211 56 44 7 9 213 49 51 9
Nevada 53 236 19 81 32 10 215 43 52 10 30 216 47 53 10

New Hampshire 94 244 12 88 43 2 t t b3 b4 3 225 35 65 19
New Jersey 58 248 10 90 51 18 217 45 55 1 16 224 33 67 18
New Mexico 31 237 18 82 33 3 216 44 56 10 53 217 45 55 10
New York 54 246 9 91 45 19 219 42 58 12 20 2 38 62 15

North Carolina 58 251 6 94 55 30 225 32 68 14 6 235 21 79 30
North Dakota 88 240 13 87 37 1 t b4 4 t 1 t t b4 b
Ohio 77 243 13 87 42 19 217 46 54 10 2 225 34 66 16
Oklahoma 59 235 18 82 29 12 211 53 47 6 7 220 39 61 1
Oregon 75 240 16 84 36 3 223 39 61 20 14 218 46 54 15
Pennsylvania 74 243 13 87 44 20 212 52 48 8 5 216 48 52 12
Rhode Island 70 239 17 83 37 9 210 55 45 7 16 207 58 42 6
South Carolina 55 246 10 90 46 40 222 35 65 13 3 232 22 78 26
South Dakota 84 241 13 87 38 1 b4 t t t 2 223 37 63 20
Tennessee 71 235 20 80 30 26 208 59 41 6 2 218 43 57 14
Texas 40 248 8 92 49 13 226 29 n 15 44 230 24 76 21

Utah 82 238 16 84 35 1 t t b4 t 1 216 43 52 1

Vermont 95 242 15 85 42 2 4 b4 b4 t 1 t b4 t b
Virginia 62 246 10 90 46 26 223 34 66 13 7 230 25 s 20
Washington 71 242 14 86 40 6 222 38 62 17 12 223 39 61 18
West Virginia 95 231 24 76 24 4 221 38 62 13 1 t S b b4
Wisconsin 76 243 12 88 43 12 209 59 L) 8 8 221 37 63 13
Wyoming 86 243 11 89 42 1 ;4 t b t 8 229 24 76 20

Other jurisdictions

District of Columbia 4 262 3 97 71 87 202 67 33 4 8 205 61 39 7
DDESS! 47 243 9 91 40 25 225 29 7 13 19 236 15 85 2
DoDDS? 48 241 12 83 38 22 227 25 75 15 11 233 21 n 25

See Noes & erd of table. »
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Mathematics Highlights 2003

Table B.5 Average mathematics scale scores and achlevement-level results, by race/ ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2003—Continued

Asian/Pacific isiander American Indian/Alaska Native
Percentage of students Percentage of students
Weighted ~ Average Ator Ator Weighted  Average Ator Ator
percentage  scale Below above  above percentage  scale Below above above
of students scores Basle  Baslc Proficient | of students scores Basle  Baslc Proficlent
Natlon (public) 4 246 13 87 48 1 224 35 65 19
Alabama 1 ¥ t b ¥ 1 t t t t
Alaska 7 230 27 73 27 26 218 46 54 13
Arizona 2 244 11 89 41 6 210 56 44 8
Arkansas 1 b t b4 t # t t 1 P
California 11 246 13 87 49 # b4 t t t
Colorado 3 242 19 81 44 1 t t t b4
Connecticut 3 249 8 92 52 # b4 t t k4
Delaware 3 250 13 87 59 # t t 1 1
florida 2 249 10 90 53 # b t t t
Georgia 2 248 13 87 53 # t t t t
Hawaii 67 225 34 66 21 1 1 H 1 1
Idaho 1 t t b4 t 1 b it b ¥
lllinois 2 252 8 92 58 # t 1 b3 1
Indiana 1 b ¥ t t # t t t t
lowa 2 % b H t 1 1 t b ¥
Kansas 2 t t b3 t 1 t b t b4
Kentucky 1 t t t 4 # b4 t b4 t
Louisiana 1 b ¥ 4 t 1 b b4 t t
Maine 1 t b4 b ¥ # b4 t b t
Maryland 6 254 10 90 58 # t b t
Massachusetts 4 248 11 89 49 # b4 t t t
Michigan 2 248 14 86 47 1 b t t t
Minnesota 5 229 32 68 27 2 t t b t
Mississippi 1 t t t t t t b b t
Missouri 1 t t t t # t t % t
Montana 1 b3 b 10 217 45 55 11
Nebraska 1 1 t t t 2 219 39 61 11
Nevada 5 237 18 82 34 2 215 45 55 10
New Hampshire 1 t t b4 t # b4 t t t
New Jersey 7 256 5 95 61 1 b t t
New Mexico 1 11 210 55 45 7
New York 6 250 9 91 51 1 b t t t
North Carolina 2 255 7 93 60 1 b4 b4 4 b4
North Dakota 1 t t t t 8 215 8 52 9
Ohio 1 t t t 1 # t t t ¥
Oklahoma 2 247 9 91 45 18 225 32 68 16
Oregon 4 245 12 88 46 2 t t b b4
Pennsylvania 2 b t t t # t t t b
Rhode Island 4 225 37 63 22 1 b t i t
South Carolina 1 t t b4 t # t t b t
South Dakota 1 t b4 t 12 217 46 54 9
Tennessee 1 t t ¥ ¥ # b t t t
Texas 3 258 2 98 62 # t b4 % t
Utah 4 224 34 66 16 1 ¥ ¥ e 1
Vermont 2 t b t t # b t t t
Virginia 5 255 6 94 60 # b t t t
Washington 7 244 15 85 44 3 229 31 69 24
West Virginia # t b ¥ t 1 b t t t
Wisconsin 3 230 28 72 26 2 224 41 59 17
Wyoming 1 t t t t 3 221 37 63 16
Other jurlsdictlons
District of Columbia 1 ¥ t t b # t t t t
DDESS' 3 b E: ¥ 1 1 b 1
DoDDS2 10 240 14 86 38 1 b t t b
*The estimate rounds to zero.
*Reporting standardsnot met Sample size Is insufficient to permit a rellable estimate.
1o of Defense C Elementaryand Secondary Schools.
2Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
NOTE: Results are not shown for students whose race based on school records wes “other” o, if school data were missing, who self-reported theif race as i " but not “Hispanie,” or did not self-report racial/ethnic

information.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sctences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematics Assessment.
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Weighted
percentage
of students

Natlon (public) 62
Alabama 62
Alaska 58
Arizona 50
Arkansas 72
California 37
Colorado 70
Connecticut 7
Delaware 60
Florida 50
Georgia 53
Hawaii 15
Idaho 85
lllinois 62
Indiana 82
lowa 90
Kansas 79
Kentucky 88
Louisiana 51
Maine 97
Maryland 58
Massachusetts 77
Michigan 70
Minnesota 83
Mississippi 43
Missouri 82
Montana 87
Nebraska 84
Nevada 57
New Hampshire 95
New Jersey 61
New Mexico 34
New York 56
North Carolina 59
North Dakota 90
Ohio 79
Oklahoma 63
Oregon 79
Pennsylvania 80
Rhode Island 76
South Carolina 56
South Dakota 89
Tennessee 74
Texas 44
Utah 86
Vermont 97
Virginia 64
Washington 75
West Virginia 96
Wisconsin 84
Wyoming 89

Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia 3
DDESS! 39
DoDDS? 48

White

Percentage of students

Ator Aor
abowe  above
Baslc Proficient

Average
scale
scores

Below
Baslc

287 21 79 36

274 32 68 23
290 19 81 41
284 22 78 32

275 31 69 24
283 26 74 34
292 16 84 43

293 17 83 44
287 19 81 35
286 22 78 34
284 23 7 32

273 36 64 25
284 23 77 31
289 20 80 40
286 21 79 35
287 20 80 35

290 17 83 39
217 32 68 25
281 25 75 28
282 25 75 30
289 21 79 40

292 17 83 44
286 21 79 35
295 13 87 49
215 33 67 22
284 23 77 32

289 17 83 37
287 20 80 36
278 29 n 27
287 20 80 35
292 16 84 42

282 24 76 31
293 14 86 44
294 15 85 44
290 15 85 39
287 20 80 35

218 27 73 25
284 25 75 35
285 24 76 35
280 28 12 29
291 16 84 39

288 18 82 37
217 31 69 26
290 16 84 38
285 23 7 34
286 22 8 35

290 18 82 40
285 24 76 36
m 37 63 20
290 18 82 40
286 20 80 35

294 10 90 42
292 14 86 42

Black

Percentage of students

Weighted ~ Average
percentage  scale

of students scores  Baslc

17 252 61

36 240 73
5 263 44
4 256 55

24 238 74
9 246 65

5 255 60
13 255 58
31 260 52
27 249 64
39 250 64

2 b ¥
1 i }
20 249 66
12 251 60
4 257 58

9 252 65
9 250 62
46 250 64
1 b b
31 256 56

8 260 52
22 245 68
6 251 57
48 246 73
15 250 65

1 i ¥
5 247 65
9 248 65
1 b ¥
18 253 59
3 254 60
20 255 57
30 260 51
1 1

}
17 257 55

10 249 63
3 265 47
15 247 68
7 244 71
40 258 54

1 ¥ }
23 242 72
16 260 53

1 1 t
1 t ¥
27 262 51
5 262 46
4 253 61
8 241 76
1 1 t
87 240 74
22 268 39
21 270 37

Ator

Below  above

Baslc

39

27
56
45
26
35

40
42
48
36
36

b3
H
34
40
42

35
38
36

b
44

43
32
43
27
35

1
35
35

}
41

40
43
49

b
45

37
53
32
29
46

¥
28
47
t
%

49
54
39
24

H

26
61
63

Ator
abwe

~
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"Table B.6 Average mathematics scate scores and achievement-level results, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003

Weighted ~ Average

percentage  scale
Proficlent of students scores
15 258
1 ¥
3 263
37 258
3 248
39 250
21 259
12 259
6 257
19 264
4 262
3 263
11 251
15 259
3 261
4 255
9 263
1 b
2 t
1 t
6 262
10 255
3 267
3 262
1 t
2 E:
2 ¥
7 255
25 250
2 s
14 262
51 254
17 262
5 263
1 b
2 270
6 258
10 258
3 253
13 245
2 t
1 1
2 t
38 267
9 249
# t
5 268
9 263
# 1
4 262
7 265
9 246
27 276
10 280

15

Hispanic

Percentage of students

Ator Ator
Below above  above
Bask  Baslc Proficlent

53 47 11

t t ¥
49 51 1
55 45 9
63 37 7
37 8
52 48 12
52 48 11
53 47 11
47 53 16
51 49 14
52 48 16
61 39 7
52 48 9
51 49 9
56 44 10
51 49 16

t t b4

1 1 b

: 1 i
51 49 15
59 41 9
43 57 14
52 48 16

t t t

t t 1

% t b
60 40 10
63 37 7

t t b
50 50 14
59 41 7
50 50 16
45 55 16

% t 1
42 58 18
53 47 9
58 42 12
58 42 6
71 29 5

% t ¥

t b b

s s 1
42 58 14
65 35 7

t t ¥
41 59 17
50 50 17

t t ¥
50 50 16
46 54 13
67 33 3
28 72 19
28 72 29

See notes at end of table. B
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Mathematics Hig

results, by race/ethnlcity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003—Continued

Table B.6 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level

Astan/Pacific Islander American indian/Alaska Native
Percentage Of students Percentage of students
Weighted ~ Average Ator AtOr Weighted  Average Ator AtOr
percentage  Scale Below  above  above [percentage Scale  Below  above  above
of students scores Baslc  Bask Proficlent|of students scores Baslc  Basle Proficlent
Nation (public) 4 289 23 T 42 1 265 46 54 16
Alabama 1 e t t t # t t t t
Alaska 7 280 30 70 29 25 259 51 49 12
Arizona 2 ¥ t b3 b3 7 254 61 39 7
Arkansas 1 t t t t # b b t t
California 13 287 26 74 39 1 1 } b
Colorado 4 290 20 80 38 1 b b t
Connecticut 3 296 21 el 51 # t t b
Delaware 2 t t b4 t # t t it
Florida 2 287 25 Ie) 41 # ¥ b3 b4 t
Georgia 3 286 27 73 40 # b4 ¥ t b4
Hawaii 69 265 46 54 15 # t t t 4
Idaho 1 s s ¥ ¥ 1 b b t s
Illinois 3 302 11 89 58 # b b4 b4 t
Indiana 1 % % b ¥ # t t ¥ b4
lowa 1 $ t b ¥ # ¥ b t b4
Kansas 2 284 21 e 34 1 t t t t
Kentucky 1 t t t ¥ # t t
Louisiana 1 t t t t # t t t t
Maine 1 t t t t # t t t t
Maryland 5 302 10 90 56 # ¥ b4 t t
Massachusetts 4 304 12 88 57 # b b4 t t
Michigan 2 b t i t 2 b3 t b t
Minnesota 5 284 25 15 32 2 ¥ ¥ t b3
Mississippi 1 t b b b # b3 b3 t
Missouri 1 t t t t # b b t t
Montana 1 t t t t 9 260 52 48 15
Nebraska 2 t t t t 2 t t
Nevada 7 280 27 73 31 1 t t t t
New Hampshire 1 t t t ¥ # t t b4 t
New Jersey 6 306 10 90 61 # t t t t
New Mexico 1 t t t 10 245 70 30 3
New York 6 290 21 79 41 1 t t b3 t
North Carolina 2 297 13 87 48 2 259 52 48 13
North Dakota 1 1 t t t 7 261 50 50 11
Ohio 1 ¥ t t t # b t E: E:
Oklahoma 1 t t 17 265 44 56 14
Oregon 4 292 22 78 41 2 263 50 50 14
Pennsylvania 2 t 4 t t # t t t t
Rhode Island 3 265 46 54 20 # t t b3 b4
South Carolina 1 4 t t t # b4 t b t
South Dakota 1 t t t b 8 255 57 43 9
Tennessee 1 t t t t # b4 t b t
Texas 3 303 9 91 58 # b3 ¥ t t
Utah 3 275 34 66 25 1 b t t t
Vermont 1 t t 1 t 1 b t ¥ t
Virginia 4 297 14 86 48 # t t b3 t
Washington 8 285 28 72 37 2 264 44 56 17
West Virginia 1 b3 t t b4 # t t t ¥
Wisconsin 4 273 33 67 17 1 b 4 t t
Wyoming 1 ¥ ¥ t t 3 261 52 48 14
Other jursdictions
District of Columbia 1 t t t t # b ¥ b t
DDESS! 7 t t t ¥ 1 t t t b
DoDDS? 11 288 18 82 38 1 t ke 1 t

#he estimate rounds to am.

*Reporting standards not met. Sample she is insufficlent to permit a reliable estimate.

1Depamnem of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.

2Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE Resuits are not shown lor students whose race based on school records was'otheror,  if school data were missing, who se!f-reported their race as i * but not'Hispanic: o did not self-report
racial/ethnic information.

SOURCE US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematics Assessment.
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.Table B.7 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level results, by eliglbility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public schools: |

By state, 2003

Eligible Not eligible
Percentage of students Percentage of students
Weighted Average Ator Ator Weighted Average Ator Ator
percentage scale Below above above percentage scale Below above above
of students scores Baslc Baslc Pmficlent of students scores Baslc Baslc Pmficlent
Nation (public) 44 222 38 62 15 52 244 12 88 45
Alabama 57 213 50 50 8 43 237 16 84 33
Alaska 33 220 41 59 14 59 241 16 84 39
Arizona 47 217 45 55 12 42 241 14 86 39
Arkansas 54 221 39 61 18 43 239 16 84 37
California 52 216 46 54 1 44 241 17 83 41
Colorado 31 219 42 58 14 68 243 14 86 43
Connecticut 30 220 40 60 12 66 250 8 92 54
Delaware 38 225 31 69 16 53 243 12 88 42
florida 49 222 37 63 16 48 245 12 83 46
Georgia 48 219 41 59 12 46 241 16 84 40
Hawaii 49 216 46 54 11 51 237 18 82 34
Idaho 43 227 31 69 20 50 241 13 87 38
Illinois 41 216 48 52 11 55 246 11 89 48
Indiana 34 225 31 69 17 65 245 10 90 45
lowa 33 227 30 70 20 66 244 11 89 43
Kansas 40 231 25 75 24 59 249 9 91 53
Kentucky 51 220 38 62 12 47 237 17 83 32
Louisiana 65 220 41 59 13 31 242 15 85 41
Maine 34 228 29 71 21 64 243 11 89 41
Maryland 36 216 <] 52 10 60 244 15 85 7
Massachusetts 29 226 31 69 17 63 249 9 91 52
Michigan 36 220 41 59 15 63 245 12 88 45
Minnesota 27 226 33 67 20 73 248 10 90 50
Mississippi 69 216 47 53 9 26 238 16 84 34
Missouri 42 224 32 68 15 53 243 12 88 41
Montana 38 227 29 71 20 57 242 11 89 39
Nebraska 36 222 37 63 17 59 244 10 90 44
Nevada 42 216 47 53 1 52 237 18 82 33
New Hampshire 17 229 28 2 24 73 247 9 91 48
New Jersey 29 221 40 60 15 63 247 11 89 49
New Mexico 65 217 45 55 1 25 236 19 81 31
New York 50 225 34 66 18 46 247 9 91 48
North Carolina 42 229 27 73 21 52 252 6 94 55
North Dakota 31 228 28 72 21 67 242 12 88 40
Ohio 35 224 36 64 17 56 246 9 91 47
Oklahoma 57 223 35 65 14 41 239 14 86 34
Oregon 36 226 32 63 19 61 242 15 85 40
Pennsylvania 37 220 40 60 16 60 246 12 83 48
Rhode Island 40 217 45 55 13 52 242 14 86 41
South Carolina 53 226 31 69 18 46 247 9 91 48
South Dakota 37 227 30 70 21 62 244 10 90 42
Tennessee 40 216 46 54 11 55 236 20 80 32
Texas 54 229 25 75 20 44 247 9 91 48
Utah 34 225 33 67 20 65 240 15 85 37
Vermont 29 229 29 71 23 69 248 9 91 50
Virginia 32 225 32 68 14 66 246 10 90 46
Washington 38 226 32 68 20 52 247 10 90 48
West Virginia 53 225 32 68 16 45 237 17 83 33
Wisconsin 32 221 39 61 17 65 244 12 88 44
Wyoming 35 233 20 80 25 63 246 8 92 47
Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia 200 71 29 3 24 221 43 57 20
DDESS* -. 233 20 80 24 53 240 13 87 35
DoDDS? - - - ~- - - - - -
~Not available.
and Secondary Schools.

! pepartment of Defense Domestic Dependent
Defense

2pepantment Of

Schools (Overseas).
NOTE: Results are N0t Soan for students whose eligibility StaiLIS Wes not avaitable.
0ORCE US. pepartment of Education, tnstitute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmentof £ducational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.8 Average mathematics scale scores and achlevement-level results, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public schools:

By state, 2003
Eligible Not ellgible
Percentage of students Percentage of students
Weighted Average Ator Ator Weighted Average Ator Ator
percentage scale Below abwe above percentage scale Below above above
of students scores Baslc Baslc Proficlent of students scores Basle Baslc Proficient
Nation (public) 36 258 53 47 11 58 287 22 78 37
Alabama 47 246 65 35 7 53 276 32 68 24
Alaska 24 260 49 51 13 67 285 24 76 36
Arizona 41 258 55 45 9 47 282 25 75 31
Arkansas 46 256 53 47 12 49 276 30 70 25
California 41 251 62 38 9 46 280 30 70 32
Colorado 26 262 50 50 13 72 292 17 83 43
Connecticut 26 260 50 50 12 71 292 18 82 44
Delaware 33 261 50 50 10 58 285 23 v 32
florida 43 256 55 45 11 52 284 25 75 34
Georgia 3 253 61 39 8 52 284 23 7 34
Hawaii 43 254 58 42 8 56 275 34 66 24
Idaho 35 267 40 60 17 56 287 20 80 35
Hllinois 37 256 57 43 10 60 290 19 81 41
Indiana 29 266 42 58 16 67 288 20 80 37
lowa 25 266 43 57 15 72 290 17 83 39
Kansas 32 270 39 61 19 66 291 17 83 41
Kentucky 42 261 49 51 11 55 284 24 76 33
Louisiana 50 256 55 45 8 38 280 28 72 29
Maine 28 268 40 60 16 70 287 19 81 35
Maryland 26 255 58 42 10 67 285 25 75 36
Massachusetts 23 261 51 49 13 65 295 15 85 46
Michigan 26 257 53 47 13 66 285 23 77 34
Minnesota 22 271 36 64 24 7 297 13 87 50
Mississippi 57 251 67 33 5 39 275 34 66 23
Missouri 31 263 47 53 13 66 286 21 79 35
Montana 30 273 35 65 23 65 292 15 85 40
Nebraska 28 265 45 55 15 68 290 17 83 40
Nevada 32 254 57 43 10 64 274 33 67 25
New Hampshire 13 268 42 58 16 el 289 18 82 38
New Jersey 24 256 56 44 10 68 290 19 81 41
New Mexico 51 252 61 39 7 40 275 33 67 23
New York 44 262 48 52 16 51 293 15 85 45
North Carolina 37 263 47 53 14 51 291 18 82 42
North Dakota 27 274 33 67 23 73 292 13 87 41
Ohio 23 263 46 54 11 65 289 19 81 38
Oklahoma 44 260 50 50 10 54 282 24 76 28
Oregon 26 266 45 55 17 68 286 24 76 37
Pennsylvania 28 257 55 45 10 69 288 21 79 38
Rhode Island 29 253 59 41 8 63 284 23 7 33
South Carolina 45 263 49 51 12 53 289 19 81 38
South Dakota 32 272 37 63 22 68 291 15 85 41
Tennessee 37 250 61 39 9 60 279 30 70 28
Texas 45 264 46 54 12 53 288 19 81 36
Utah 27 266 44 56 18 70 286 22 78 36
Vermont 25 268 41 59 16 75 291 16 84 41
Virginia 25 261 51 49 11 71 289 19 81 38
Washington 27 265 44 56 16 59 288 21 79 40
West Virginia 47 261 49 51 10 53 280 27 73 28
Wisconsin 22 259 52 48 12 68 292 16 84 43
Wyoming 27 271 38 62 18 72 288 18 82 37
Other jurisdictions
District of Columbia 57 235 el 21 2 31 254 60 40 12
DDESS! 24 281 24 76 25 57 283 21 79 27
DoDDS? - - - - - - - - ~ -
—~Not available.
Lpepartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary ana Secondary Schools.
2, of Defense

NOTE: Results are not shown for students whose eligibility status was not available.

SOURCE: U.S. D

29

BEST COPY AVAI LABLE

o
-]

Sclences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1003 Mathematics Assessment.



~ Table B.9 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level results, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education,

i grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003 )
. : Less than hlgh school Graduated hlgh school
Percentage of students Percentage of students
Weighted Average At or Ator Weighted Average At or Ator
percentage scale Below above ahove percentage scale Below above above
of students scores Basic Baslc Proficient of students scores Baslc Baslc Proficient
Natlon (public) 7 256 56 44 9 18 267 42 58 16
Alabama 9 249 61 39 5 22 253 59 41 9
Alaska t ¥ t ¥ t t ¥ ¥ % t
Ariona 10 257 55 45 7 17 266 45 55 16
Arkansas 8 253 53 47 9 23 259 49 51 12
California 10 246 68 32 6 13 255 57 13 9
Colorado 6 254 58 42 7 13 270 41 59 19
Connecticut 5 259 48 52 12 16 273 35 65 20
Delaware 5 258 53 47 9 22 271 37 63 17
Florida 7 255 57 43 9 18 264 46 54 16
Georgia 9 254 60 40 7 20 259 52 48 11
Hawaii 4 255 57 43 8 18 256 56 44 8
Idaho 7 260 50 50 10 16 269 39 61 18
Ilinois 6 256 60 40 8 17 269 40 60 19
Indiana 7 265 44 56 13 23 274 31 69 21
lowa 4 255 55 45 4 20 272 36 64 17
Kansas 6 260 54 46 11 16 275 33 67 23
Kentucky 8 258 56 44 9 23 266 43 57 14
Louisiana 7 256 57 43 8 24 262 49 51 12
Maine 4 255 58 42 6 20 272 35 65 19
Maryland 5 259 52 48 7 17 265 45 55 17
Massachusetts 5 262 53 47 13 14 271 38 62 20
Michigan 4 253 57 43 8 19 268 41 59 16
Minnesota 3 262 46 54 15 14 279 28 72 28
Mississippi 7 253 65 35 5 25 253 63 37 6
Missouri 6 265 46 54 11 19 271 37 63 18
Montana 4 263 44 56 14 17 277 30 70 25
Nebraska 5 253 62 38 10 17 273 35 65 20
Nevada 10 249 64 36 8 20 263 46 54 14
New Hampshire 4 260 52 48 6 15 276 30 70 19
New Jersey 3 260 50 50 9 16 269 39 61 17
New Mexico 11 246 68 32 4 22 254 60 40 6
New York 5 259 52 48 13 15 270 38 62 22
North Carolina 7 264 45 55 14 19 270 40 60 21
North Dakota 2 257 57 43 11 16 278 26 74 22
Ohio 5 260 51 49 8 24 276 29 71 20
Oklahoma 8 254 57 43 4 19 262 46 54 11
Qregon 7 261 51 49 12 15 271 39 61 19
Pennsylvania 4 252 59 41 7 23 269 40 60 19
Rhode Island 6 249 65 35 7 13 264 45 55 12
South Carolina 6 269 43 57 17 23 267 41 59 14
South Dakota 4 267 42 58 16 18 277 31 69 5
Tennessee 9 253 59 41 9 24 258 52 48 12
Texas 13 265 46 54 11 19 271 37 63 18
Utah 5 253 61 39 9 13 265 44 56 12
Vermont 4 262 54 46 17 19 276 31 69 21
Virginia 6 262 52 48 11 18 271 37 63 18
Washington 7 263 45 55 10 15 271 36 64 20
West Virginia 9 255 58 42 7 5 266 43 57 14
Wisconsin 4 255 55 45 8 21 276 30 70 23
Wyoming 5 269 38 62 17 18 277 30 70 25
Other jurisdictions

District of Columbia 7 236 Ie) 25 2 23 235 81 19 1
DDESS? 2 t t e t 13 273 30 70 15
DoDDS? 1 t b b t 10 277 3 67 24

See notes atend of table. B
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‘ Table B.9 Average mathematics scale scores and achlevement-level results, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education,
grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003—Continued

Nation (public)

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsyivania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Oakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont

Virginia
Washington

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia
[ee=Scp

DobDS ?

Weighted
percentage
of students

18

18
24
22

Average
scale
scores

280
267

277
275
275

282
280
278
280
277

270
283
278
284
288

287
278
274
281
281

281
280
295
268
281

288
283
277
287
280

268
282
283
290
281

275
283
280
271
283

285
274
282
281
286

282
283
275
286
284

252
283
286

Percentage of students
Ator Ator
Below above abwe
Baslc Basle Proficient
27 73 28
39 61 15
t t t
30 70 22
31 69 22
33 67 25
25 Ie) 28
28 72 27
27 73 23
27 73 28
31 69 25
37 63 17
21 79 27
30 70 27
21 9 31
17 83 34
18 82 33
28 72 23
33 67 21
23 w 26
26 74 27
26 74 29
27 73 29
13 87 46
44 56 17
24 76 28
17 83 35
23 7 32
30 70 24
19 81 36
28 72 27
40 60 14
22 78 30
24 76 31
15 85 37
25 75 29
31 69 20
24 76 29
29 71 30
37 63 20
22 78 28
20 80 33
34 66 24
24 76 28
27 73 28
19 81 31
24 76 28
24 76 33
30 70 21
22 78 38
19 81 31
63 37 6
21 79 27
18 82 31

Some education after high school

Weighted
percentage
of students

45

44

b
38
39
40

55
53
45
43
45

43
47
48
42
52

49
39
38
50
51

57
47
57
45
43

52
52
39
55
55

35
54
44
59
43

43
46
45
48
46

51
40
39
55
53

51
47
36
46
48

37
53
58

Graduated college
Percentage of students

Average Ator Ator
scale Below abwe above
scores Baslc Baslc Pmficlent
287 23 77 39
270 38 62 23
t ¥ t ¥
284 25 75 33
274 35 65 25
282 30 70 35
295 14 86 47
295 17 83 48
286 25 75 35
280 30 70 31
280 30 70 31
273 37 63 24
291 17 83 40
288 23 7 41
290 20 80 43
294 14 86 46
294 15 85 46
286 24 76 37
271 38 62 23
291 16 84 39
288 24 76 41
298 13 87 51
284 25 75 36
298 12 88 53
266 47 53 16
287 2 78 39
292 15 85 42
292 16 84 42
279 29 71 30
295 13 87 45
292 19 81 45
277 31 69 28
289 21 79 42
291 20 80 44
293 14 86 44
291 18 82 43
282 24 76 30
293 19 81 45
289 21 el 42
284 24 76 35
284 27 73 35
293 13 87 44
280 30 70 31
286 22 78 36
292 17 83 43
294 15 85 46
291 19 81 42
292 19 81 44
279 29 71 28
293 17 a3 45
291 16 84 41
250 64 36 11
285 19 81 30
290 18 82 40

tReporting SANdATS N0t met. Sample size is Insutficient to permit a reliable esimate.
;Depamnem of Defense DOMESIC Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.

of Defense

Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Resuts are not shown for students who [EPONEC that they didn't KON thelr parents’ highest leve) df education.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education institute of Education Sdences. National Carier for Edcation Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Mathematics Assessment.

3]

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



The Nation’s Report Card

Table B.10 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-leve! results, by students with and without disabilities and limited English proficiency,
grade 4 public schogls: By state, 2003

Students with disabllities

Yes

Percentage of students

Weighted
percentage Average

of students scale Below
assessed scores Baslc

Nation (public) n 214 50
Alabama 10 192 78
Alaska 16 212 54

Arizona 9 210 56
Arkansas 13 202 65
California 8 208 59
Colorado n 209 57
Connecticut 10 219 44
Delaware 10 215 50
Florida 17 214 50
Georgia n 209 57
Hawaii .10 197 3

Idaho n 208 59

lllinois 13 215 49

Indiana 13 221 42

lowa 13 213 5%

Kansas 12 219 13
Kentucky u 208 60
Louisiana 19 208 60
Maine 15 215 51
Maryland 10 215 51
Massachusetts 16 224 35
Michigan 7 219 41
Minnesota 12 220 43
Mississippi 5 212 53
Missouri 13 222 39
Montana 12 212 53
Nebraska 14 220 40
Nevada n 206 60

New Hampshire 16 222 37
New Jersey 13 212 51
New Mexico 16 207 61
New York n 215 49

North Carolina 14 230 30
North Dakota 14 215 49
Ohio 9 214 49
Oklahoma 14 209 57
Oregon 15 218 46
Pennsylvania n 209 58
Rhode Island 19 210 56
South Carolina n 221 38
South Dakota 13 219 priy
Tennessee n 206 61
Texas 8 224 35

Utah 10 213 50

Vermont 14 221 40
Virginia 9 220 41
Washington 12 214 53
West Virginia 13 208 61
Wisconsin 12 211 55
Wyoming 14 221 39

Other jurisdictions

Districtof Columbia 10 177 91
DOESS! 10 220 39
DoDDS? 8 215 52

Ator
ahove
Basle

50

22
46
44
35
41

43
56
50
50
a3

27
41
51
58
46

57
40
40
49
49

65
59
57
47
61

47
60
40
63
49

39
51
70
51
51

43
54
42
a4
62

56
39
65
50
60

%0
47
39
45
61

Ator
ahove
Proficlent

12
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Weighted
percentage
of students

assessed

89

90
84
91
87
92

89
90
90
83
89

90
89
87
87
87

88
89
81
85
90

84
93
88
95
87

88
86
89
84
87

84
89
86
86
91

86
85
89
81
89

87
89
92
90
86

91
88
87
88
86

90
90
92

Average
scale
SCows

236

227
237
231
233
229

238
243
238
238
233

230
238
236
240
242

245
231
230
242
235

245
237
245
223
237

239
239
230
247
243

225
239
244
241
240

232
239
239
235
238

240
230
239
237
245

241
242
234
240
244

208
239
239

No

Percentage of students

Below
Baslc

2

31
20
27
24
30

19
15
16
19
25

27
16
24
14
n

n
24
27
12
25

12
21
13
37
18

14
17
21

8
15

3
18
13
12
16

2
7
18
22
19

14
27
16
18
n

15
14
20
16

9

61
13
13

Ator
above
Baslc

79

69
80
73
76
70

81
85
84
81
75

73
84
76
86
89

89
16
73
88
75

88
79
87
63
82

86
83
73
92
85

67
82
87
88
84

79
83
82
78
81

86
73
84
82
89

85
86
80
84
91

39
87
87

At or
above
Proficlent

34

20
34
27
29
26

37
a4
33
35
29

25
33
34
38
40

45
24
25
38
33

46
36
45
17
32

35
37
25
48
43

18
36
43
38
38

25
36
39
33
34

37
25
34
34
46

38
40
26
39
3

8
33
3

Welghted
percentage
of students

excluded

3
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Table B.10 Average mathematics scale scores and achievement-level results, by students with and without disabilities and limited English proficlency
grade 4 public schools: By state, 2003—Continued

g
Limited-English-proficient students

Yes No
Percentage of students Percentage of students

Weighted Weighted Welghted

percentage Average Ator Ator percentage Average Ator Ator percentage

of students scale Below above above of students scale Below above above of students

assessed scores Baslc Basle Proficlent | assessed scores Baslc Basle Proficlent excluded
Natlon {public) 9 214 51 49 9 91 236 21 79 34 1
Alabama 1 1: $ t t 99 224 35 65 19 #
Alaska 18 215 52 48 12 82 237 20 80 34 #
Arizona 18 207 62 38 6 82 234 23 77 30 2
Arkansas 3 221 37 63 16 97 229 28 72 27 1
California 32 212 53 47 8 68 235 23 77 32 2
Colorado 9 206 65 35 5 91 238 19 81 37 1
Connecticut 3 211 54 46 3 97 242 16 84 42 1
Delaware 2 b4 b3 t b 98 236 19 81 31 1
Rorida 9 222 38 62 16 91 235 23 7 33 2
Georgia 4 208 59 41 8 96 231 27 73 28 1
Hawaii 5 197 77 23 2 95 228 29 n 24 2
Idaho 6 211 56 44 7 94 237 18 82 32 1
lllinois 7 204 66 34 5 93 235 24 76 34 2
Indiana 3 216 45 55 8 97 239 17 83 36 #
lowa 3 27 46 54 6 97 239 16 84 36 1
Kansas 3 224 33 67 16 97 242 15 85 42 #
Kentucky 1 b4 b3 t t 99 229 27 73 22 1
Louisiana 2 $ t be t 98 226 33 67 21 #
Maine 1 b b4 b4 b 99 238 17 83 34 1
Marytand 3 219 44 56 15 97 234 27 73 32 2
Massachusetts 4 217 45 55 9 96 243 14 86 43 1
Michigan 5 228 37 63 24 95 236 22 78 35 1
Minnesota 5 213 50 50 7 95 244 14 86 44 1
Mississippi 0 ¥ t t b 100 223 38 62 17 1
Missouri 2 ks t t b 98 235 20 80 30 1
Montana 4 208 60 40 2 96 237 17 83 32 #
Nebraska 4 204 66 34 5 96 238 18 82 35 1
Nevada 15 208 61 39 6 85 231 25 75 26 2
New Hampshire 2 224 40 60 19 98 244 12 88 43 1
New Jersey 4 213 52 18 7 96 240 18 82 40 1
New Mexico 28 209 59 1 7 72 228 29 7 21 2
New York 5 206 61 39 6 95 237 19 81 34 3
North carolina 5 231 26 74 25 95 243 15 85 42 1
North Dakota 4 211 54 46 5 96 239 15 85 35 #
Ohio 1 213 53 47 18 99 238 19 81 36 1
Oklahoma 6 220 41 59 16 94 230 26 74 23 1
Oregon 11 212 54 46 9 89 239 17 83 36 1
Pennsylvania 2 t t t 1: 98 236 22 78 36 1
Rhode Island 8 196 77 23 3 92 233 24 76 30 2
South Carolina 2 b3 ¥ t b 98 236 21 79 32 #
South Dakota 4 206 66 34 5 96 238 16 84 35 #
Tennessee 1 1: t t t 99 228 30 70 24 #
Texas 15 219 40 60 11 85 241 14 86 37 2
Utah u 215 49 51 10 89 237 18 82 34 1
Vermont 2 t $ t t 98 242 15 85 42 #
Virginia 6 226 32 68 19 94 240 16 84 37 2
Washington 6 212 55 45 7 94 240 17 83 38 1
West Virginia 0 b4 t b4 t 100 231 25 75 24 #
Wisconsin 6 215 48 52 10 94 238 19 81 37 1
Wyoming 4 215 46 54 10 96 242 1 89 40 #

Other jurisdictions

District of Columbia 6 200 72 28 3 94 205 63 37 7 1
DDESS! 3 b3 ¥ b4 b4 97 237 15 85 31 1
DoDDS? 6 221 40 60 14 94 238 14 86 32 1

# The estimate rounds to zero.

$Reporting standards not met. Sample slze is insufficient to permit a fellable estimate.

!pepartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.

2 of Defense Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. h e results for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students are bared on students who were assessed and cannot be generalized to Ihe total
population of such students. The weighted percentages of students with and wimoul disabiliies and limited English proficiency are based on the W12l number of students assessed while the percentages excluded are based on
the number of students sampled.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Educauon. Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 2003 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.11 Average mathematics scale scores and achlevement-leve! results, by

grade 8 public schools: By state, 2003

Yes
Percentage of students
Weighted
percentage Average Ator Ator
of students scale Below above above
assessed scores Basle Baslc Proficlent
Natlon (pubilc) 11 242 71 29 6
Alabama 11 213 88 12 2
Alaska 14 248 66 34 9
Arizona 9 240 75 25 3
Arkansas 13 219 88 12 1
California 10 232 80 20 5
Colorado 11 249 65 35 7
Connecticut 12 252 60 40 8
Delaware 9 237 80 20 3
Florida 12 235 76 24 5
Georgia 10 234 76 24 6
Hawaii 13 228 87 13 1
Idaho 10 241 75 25 5
Illinois 12 241 72 28 5
Indiana 12 244 69 31 4
lowa 14 245 72 28 4
Kansas 11 252 61 39 6
Kentucky 9 230 83 17 3
Louisiana 12 233 79 21 4
Maine 13 253 62 38 7
Maryland 11 248 65 35 12
Massachusetts 15 254 59 41 9
Michigan 9 240 73 27 5
Minnesota 11 251 61 39 6
Mississippi 4 231 86 14 2
Missouri 12 247 70 30 5
Montana 1 246 69 31 4
Nebraska 12 250 65 35 4
Nevada 11 233 78 22 4
New Hampshire 16 258 56 44 8
New Jersey 15 247 66 34 7
New Mexico 18 238 74 26 6
New York 13 243 68 32 7
North Carolina 13 255 56 44 13
North Dakota 13 253 59 41 6
Ohio 8 245 67 33 5
Oklahoma 14 238 76 24 4
Oregon 12 249 66 34 7
Pennsylvania 13 244 73 27 6
Rhode Island 18 244 69 31 8
South Carolina 8 249 62 38 5
South Dakota 9 246 69 31 5
Tennessee 12 242 70 30 16
Texas 10 245 72 28 4
Utah 9 243 73 27 5
Vermont 15 258 54 46 10
Virginia 9 255 58 42 10
Washington 11 240 74 26 5
West Virginia 14 232 86 14 1
Wisconsin 13 247 69 31 7
Wyoming 14 248 70 30 4
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 11 204 96 4 1
DDESS! 11 249 66 34 6
DoDDS? 6 236 75 25 2

Students with disabllitles

Weighted

percentage Average

of students scale

assessed scores
89 280
89 268
86 284
91 274
87 273
90 271
89 287
88 288
91 281
838 277
90 274
87 271
90 284
88 282
88 286
86 290
89 288
91 279
88 271
87 286
89 281
85 292
91 280
89 296
96 262
838 283
89 291
838 287
89 272
84 292
85 287
82 269
87 285
87 285
87 292
92 285
86 277
88 285
87 284
82 278
92 280
91 289
88 272
90 281
91 284
85 291
91 285
89 286
86 277
87 289
86 289
89 248
89 286
94 289

No
Percentage of students
Ator Ator

Below abwe above

Baslc Basic Proficlent
29 71 30
42 58 17
25 Ie) 33
35 65 23
35 65 21
40 60 24
22 78 38
22 78 39
27 73 28
33 67 26
37 63 23
38 62 19
22 78 31
28 72 33
21 9 34
16 84 38
20 80 38
30 70 26
38 62 19
20 80 33
29 71 32
18 82 43
28 72 30
13 87 48
51 49 13
24 76 31
15 85 39
20 80 36
37 63 22
15 85 40
22 78 38
42 58 17
24 76 36
24 76 35
13 87 41
22 78 33
29 71 23
25 75 35
25 75 33
30 70 27
30 70 28
17 83 38
37 63 22
27 73 27
24 76 34
17 83 39
24 76 33
22 78 36
30 70 23
18 82 39
16 84 37
67 33 7
17 a3 29
18 82 36

students with and withaut disabllities and limited English proficlency,

Welghted
percentage
of students

excluded

3
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Table B.11 Average mathematics scale scores and achlevement-level }esults, by students with and without disabllities and limited English proficlency,
grade 8 pubtic schools: By state, 2003—Continued
e

Limited-English-proficlent students

Yes No
Percentage of students Percentage of students
Weighted Weighted Welghted
percentage Average Ator Ator percentage Average Ator At or percentage
of students scale Below above above of students scale Below above abow of students
assessed scores Baslc Baslc Proflclent | assessed scores Basic Baslc Proficlent excluded
Nation (public) 5 241 74 26 5 95 278 31 69 2 1
Alabama 1 t t t t 99 262 47 53 16 #
Alaska n 251 63 37 9 89 283 26 74 33 #
Arizona 14 246 73 27 4 86 275 33 67 24 2
Arkansas 2 b b b4 t 98 266 41 59 19 1
California 19 239 76 24 4 81 274 37 63 26 2
Colorado 4 243 s 25 5 96 285 24 76 36 1
Connecticut 3 241 69 31 n 97 285 26 74 35 1
Delaware 1 b b4 S b 99 278 31 69 26 1
florida 6 236 78 2 2 94 273 36 64 25 1
Georgia 2 239 5 25 4 98 270 40 60 22 1
Hawaii 5 238 n 21 2 95 267 42 58 18 1
Idaho 5 241 4 26 3 95 282 25 5 30 #
Illinois 3 237 80 20 4 97 279 31 69 30 1
Indiana 2 b t t t 98 282 26 74 31 #
lowa 2 245 68 32 9 98 285 23 v 34 #
Kansas 3 249 67 B 9 97 285 23 v 35 1
Kentucky 1 t b4 t t 9 275 34 66 24 1
Louisiana 1 t b4 t t 9 266 43 57 17 1
Maine 1 t t ¢ b 9 282 25 75 30 #
Maryland 2 t t t t 98 278 32 68 30 1
Massachusetts 2 242 n 2 4 98 287 23 v 39 1
Michigan 2 t t b t 98 277 32 28 1
Minnesota 3 253 56 4 4 97 292 17 83 45 1
Mississippi 1 b3 t b4 t 99 261 53 47 12 #
Missouri 1 t t t t 99 279 29 n 28 #
Montana 2 b t b t 98 287 20 80 36 #
Nebraska 2 t t t t 98 283 25 165 33 1
Nevada 7 234 78 22 3 93 270 38 62 21 1
New Hampshire 1 t t b t 99 286 21 79 35 #
New Jersey 2 b4 b t t 98 282 27 73 34 1
New Mexico 19 240 5 25 3 8l 269 41 59 18 1
New York 4 237 n 21 3 96 282 27 73 33 2
North Carolina 3 250 62 3 7 97 282 27 73 33 1
North Dakota 2 t t t b 98 288 18 82 37 #
Ohio 1 235 78 2 3 99 282 26 74 31 #
Oklahoma 5 251 60 40 12 95 273 34 66 20 1
Oregon 6 246 70 30 4 94 283 27 3 34 1
Pennsylvania 2 t t t b 98 279 31 69 30 #
Rhode Island 4 228 87 13 3 96 274 35 65 25 2
South Carolina 1 t t t t 99 277 32 68 26 #
South Dakota 3 239 5 25 4 97 286 20 80 36 #
Tennessee 2 t t t $ 98 269 41 59 21 1
Texas 6 243 » 25 4 94 27 29 7 26 2
Utah 7 248 67 33 7 93 283 26 74 33 1
Vermont 1 t t t t 99 286 23 w 35 #
Virginia 2 t t t b4 98 282 27 73 3l 2
Washington 4 246 69 31 6 96 283 26 74 33 1
West Virginia # t t t t 100 271 37 63 20 #
Wisconsin 3 t t b1 b4 97 285 23 v 36 1
Wyoming 3 254 64 36 7 97 285 22 78 33 #
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 4 231 n 2 3 96 244 70 30 6 1
DDESS! 6 3 t t t 94 283 20 80 28 1
DoDDS 2 3 256 59 4 9 97 287 20 80 35 1

#h e estimate rounds to zero.

{Reporting standards not met. Sample sue is Insufficient to permit a reliable estmate.

! of Defense i y and 'y Schools.

of Defense Schools {Overseas).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of ounding. The results for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students are based on students who were assessed and cannot be generalized to the total
poputation of such students. The weighted percentages of students with and without disabliities and limited English proficiency are based on the total number of students assessed while the percentages excluded are based on
the number of students sampled

SOURCE u.S. Department of Education. institute of Education Sciences. National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 2003 Mathematics Assessment
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